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HEARTS OF OAK BENEFIT SOCIETY, lige 
17, CHARLOTTE STREET, FrrzRoy square, W. |The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
. £432,000 LONDON, MARCH 23, 1895. 


Income for 1894... we ois “ sis iis 

Accumulated Funds ied si oes ya ... £1,508,000 

Amount paid for Claims since establishment ... about £3,640,000 Contents. 

THE SOCIETY IS PREPARED TO INVEST ON THE SECURITY OF 
- MORTGAGE OF FREEHOLD PROPERTIES, AND IN MUNICIPAL AND 
“ OTHER LOANS, ALSO IN THE PURCHASE OF FREEHOLD GROUND- 


Particulars to be sent to THOS. W. GALLOWAY, Secretary. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS. 
In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 


LICENSED PROPERTY Tun vancecss pessesinaay te Se eee oe Oe 
Land Transfer Bill have advanced another stage. On Thursday in 


To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
L088 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. last week the Bill was run through Committee, and was 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to | without amendment to the House. The 


4 THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 


a 24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
) LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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TOTAL ASSETS, £2,881,000. INCOME, £334,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
Assurances in force, TEN MILLIONS. 
TRUSTEES. 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWIOCH. 
The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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Ss reason urged for the appointment of a public trustee is the safety 
of the trust funds. The cases in which such an official could, with- 
4 out grave inconvenience, replace private trustees are those where 

the trust estate has been realized, and there is little to do except for 

the tenant for life to receive the income, and to signify his wishes 

as to the change of investments. Our correspondent suggests 

that for such cases the Paymaster-General’s office furnishes all 
the necessary facilities. In the case of a settlement, trust funds 
could be transferred to him to hold upon the trusts of the 
settlement. In the case of a will, the executors would realize 
the estate and pay over to him either specific funds or the 
residue, as the case might be, to hold upon the trusts declared 
i the will. A similar procedure could be applied in the case 
of real estate. The property would be vested in the Paymaster- 


General, the ement of it being ordinarily left to the 
tenant for life. Any difficulties arising in the course of the 
trast would be settled by a summons in chambers, and an order 


could at once be made on which the Paymaster-General would 

act. The plan has the great advantage of utilizing existing 

machinery, and it would meet the cases in which there is any 

d for the intervention of a public official. Settlors and 

testators who could not find trustees would have the Paymaster- 

General at their disposal, and he would be available for persons 

" who go in fear of the fraudulent abstraction of the trust funds. 

be A reforming [or shall we say revolutionary ?}] Lord Chancellor 

Ye and me | Chancellor might do worse than accept our 

. correspondent’s scheme as adequately attaining the ends they 
have in view. 

Awone THE many decisions on matters of procedure which have 
from time to time been produced by the case of Hood-Barrs v. 
Cathcart, there is one which bids fair to bring about some 
material alteration of the work of judge’s chambers. The work 
of the judge in chambers on the Queen’s Bench side is performed 
in a prength not to say perfunctory, manner. The system 
under which the judge works renders careful consideration of 
reg matter brought before him almost, if not quite, impossible. 

day we the judge is meeting pressure, and working his 
way through a heavy list with a consciousness in his mind that 
he must get through his work quickly, because delay on his part 
means loss of time and money and other appointments to a 
number of counsel and solicitors who are waiting. This has not 
worked so badly as one would suppose, because there has been 
a kind of safety-valve which the Court of Appeal, or to be pre- 
cise, the Judicature (Procedure) Act, 1894, as interpreted by the 
Court of Appeal, has taken away. So long as the judge in 
chambers was dealing with appeals and applications to which 
the summary method could be safely applied, the more rapid he 
was the better for all parties. Every now and then a question 
was raised before him which clearly needed to be properly 
argued, and in such cases the judge referred the matte the 
court. The case was thereupon taken to the Divisiotial’Court 
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held since the Judicature (Procedure) Act, 1894, this 

power had ceased to exist, so far as regards those cases in 

‘which under the Act appeal lay direct to the Court of Appeal. 

The ze in chambers is bound to give a decision, though 
ne Ba 0 
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fies in the fact that the judge in chambers is deprived of the 
3 power of refusing to give a decision on a case which he feels 
bs t to be decided only after argument in court. Why should 
4 compelled to decide a case which he feels it impossible for 


5 


x him to decide except on materials which it is not possible for 
as him to obtain? It is no answer to say that it does not matter 
c if he decides wrongly because either party can appeal. This 
does not relieve him of responsibility, ee fs he cannot order 
the parties to appeal. In the Chancery Division a judge simi- 


larly placed can, and often does, adjourn the case to be argued | purpose 


before him in court. In view of the decision to which we are 
' , it has become highly desirable that a similar arrange- 


should be established on the Queen’s Bench side. If this 
the judge would be bound, and would be perfectly 
to decide any question brought before him. But to 


He 


i 





compel a judge to give a decision on an important question 
os ag con itions which make it impossible for him to form a 
aeoes on the question in his own mind, or to come to any 
conclusion with satisfaction to himself, is a peculiar arrange- 
ment without a single precedent, we believe, in the history of 
our judicial system. In our opinion it is as unsatisfactory as it 
is peculiar. 





In rue case of M’Kibbin v. M'Clelland (1894, 2 Ir. Rep. 
684) an Irish court decided a question of practice which has 
hitherto remained undecided by our courts. By ord. 21, r. 6, 
of our Rules of Court a defendant to whom a statement of claim 
is delivered is bound to deliver his defence ‘‘ within ten days 
from the delivery of the statement of claim or from the time 


limited for appearance, whichever shall be last,” &c. A defend- 
ant served wi jally-ind i been lielt 6 be 
within this rule. He receives the statement of c on the day 






’ “B- D. 
° m days from the 
time limited for ap ce. If he a after the time 


limited by the writ “he shall not be entitled to any further 
time for delivering his defence, or for any other purpose, than 
if he appeared according to the writ” (ord. 12, r. 22). As his 
appearance before or after the time, therefore, does not affect 
his time for defence, it is usual to fix his time for defence toa 
specially-indorsed writ at eighteen days from service of the writ 
inclusive of the day of service. A defendant was served with a 
specially-indorsed writ on the 16th of March, 1894. Counting 
eighteen days from the 16th of March inclusive, he would have 
all day on the 2nd of April to deliver his defence. It so happened, 
however, that the last day for his ap ce fell on the 23rd of 
March, which was Good Friday, and as the offices were closed 
on that and the following days until the 28th of March, he 
entered his appearance on the latter day. The Irish court held 
that he was entitled to count his time for defence as ten days 
from the 28th of March, which would give him all day on the 7th 
of April. The curious point about this case is, that, even if he 
had appeared before the offices were closed, the time for defence 
would not, according to this decision, begin to run until the 
28th of March, use the ‘‘time limited for appearance” / 





Ww ay. any case, therefore, 
coming within ord. 21, r. 6, if the last day for ——— falls 
on & » Pase day, the time for defence can only be counted ag 


commenci run from “the day on which the offices shall 
next bs open f (ord. 64, r. 3). 
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THE RECENT decision of the Uourt of Appeal in Re George New- 
man & Co.(Limjted) (reported elsewhere) emphasi oa the fact Flint 


even a private company is still, for legal 





















and it mus inde- 
nendent o né i / posed. George New- 
man . had a no capital o 0,000 divided into 5,000 
shares of £10 each. Of these only 2,500 were issued, and these 


were all issued to Gzoncz Newman as fully paid up in accordance 
with a provision to that effect in the articles of association. 
The greater part of them were distributed by Gzorcz Nzwmaw 
among his brothers and children, and he kept entire control 
over the company, the directors being hi and his four 
brothers. In the course of negotiations for the acquisition by 
the company of a building agreement of land near the Albert 
Hall, the directors paid Gzorcz Newman £26,000. £16,000 
was the proper price of the building agreement, but an 
uncertain sum — £7,000 or thereabouts— was required for 
other expenses incidental to the purchase, and Newman was 
to satisfy these out of the extra £10,000, keeping the balance 
for himself. The weak point in the arrangement was that the 
directors did not pay the £26,000 out of moneys belonging to 
the company, and available for distribution as the company or 
the shareholders thought fit. The money was borrowed for the 
of the transaction from the Liberator Building Society, 


and it was at the of the society that the directors of 


George Newman & Co. were exercising their generosity to their 
chief. Possibly this point was not made clear when the case 
was before Mr. Justice Vavenan Wuiiams. The liquidator of 





George Newman & Oo. applied that Nzwman sho 
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pelled to refund the_odd_£3,000, and also certain other sums 
recel¥ the company. But Vavcnan Wu14ms, J., held 
that, since Newman was practically the company, no one had 
been defrauded, and consequently he was under no liability 
to refund, There is some authority for this in the deci- 
sion of the Court of Appeal in Re British Seamless Paper 
Box Co, (17 Ch. D. 467), where, in respect of an allot- 
ment of shares to directors as fully paid up, it was held to 
be material that all the shareholders—that is, the seven directors 
and another person—knew of the transaction and assented to 
it. But in that case the transaction was perfectly honest, and 
Pthis fact was made the basis of the decision. In the present 


case there was no such element, and the Court of A 1 
insisted upon the technical separati etween the company and 
its _mémbers in order ake NEwMAN e. ® gilt was 
ultra_vires of the directors, and, even if the shareholders could 


have ratified it, this must have been done in general meeting. 
Their mere knowledge and assent as individuals was not suffi- 
cient. Newman, accordingly, was directed to refund two 
sums of £3,000 and £3,500, though he may still be the gainer 
by the case if anything comes of Lord Hatssury’s assertion 
that the evidence before the court shewed that he was impro- 
perly convicted two years ago of obtaining money from the 
Liberator Society on false pretences. 














On Monpay last the House of Commons Select Committee on 
the Administration of Trusts took evidence from Sir Jurivus 
Vocet, formerly Prime Minister of New Zealand ; Sir Westny 
B. Percevat, Agent-General for New Zealand ; and Mr. C. H. 
Morton, President of the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society. 
It appears that the Act for the appointment of a public trustee 
in Now Zealand was passed in 1872, and the system has thus 
been in operation in that colony for a little over twenty years. 
The system is voluntary, and large estates have not generally 
come to the public trustee, though the tendency for them to do 
so is said to be increasing. The system has been more appre- 
ciated in the case of small intestate estates, and for these it 
may not improbably be advantageous. According to Sir W. 
Prrcevat the expenses for the office for 1893 were £13,417 ; the 
staff numbered twenty-seven (this, it must be remembered, is 
in a colony. with a population of 600,000); and the ratio of 
expenses to the total funds was 2°18 per cent. Sir Juxius 
Voce. said the office had fully paid its expenses; but Sir W. 
Percevat bethought himself of a loss of from £2,000 to 
£3,000 on investments, which had to be borne by the revenues 
of the colony. Roseate opinions were expressed as to the 
present working of the system, but its growth has been slow, 
and at one time—between 1888 and 1891—the office seems to 
have allowed some very gross irregularities to take place. 
These were chiefly in regard to the system of book-keeping and 
the disposal of perishable goods and trinkets and jewellery. 
What was at fault with the book-keeping we are not told ; but 
the clerks in the office had been in the habit of purchasing 
small articles, valuable and otherwise, from the trust estates. 
Under a firmer administration these irregularities have dis- 
appeared, and, of course, they are not necessarily incident to 
an officialsystem. But there is always the possibility of them, 


siete 


and it would have been more satisfactory had the New Zealand | 4), 


office, which is thus held up for our guidance, had a cleaner 


record. The public trustee, we are further told, exercises a dis- | g 


eretion as to what trusts he will accept, and it is the practice for 
testators who intend to employ him to submit to him drafts of 
their wills. He then indicates whether there are any provi- 
sions which will prevent him from acting. He will not, for 
instance, accept a complicated trust, nor will he undertake the 
management of a Lusiness except for the purpose of immediate 
realization. Mr. Morron added his testimony to that of some 
former witnesses that the defalcations by trustees are slight 
compared with the enormous amount of the funds at their ie. 
posal, and he insisted on the inconvenience of replacing private 
trustees, with their knowledge of the family, and their power 
.§ committing ‘‘judicious breaches of trust,” by a public 
oifice. it 





Every artist, however eminent, must fulfil his engagements. 








Such is the law which the Parisian court is said to have enun- 
ciated for the benefit of Mr. Wuistter—or rather, we should 
say, of Sir Witu1am Epren—in the action concerning Lady 
Epen’s picture. It would, of course, be wrong to say that every 
court, however august, must pay some re to common sense. 
The court deals in law, and not in common sense; and, as far as 


the law of the case goes, it must be that the French 
court is right. Judged, however, by En standards, the 
result seems just a trifle unintelligible. . WHISTLER was 
asked to paint Lady Enzn’s portrait, The he named 
was £550, Sir Wim begged him to reasonable, 
and Mr, Wuuistter said no trouble was likely to arise 
over the price. Some mention seems to have been made of 
£100 or £150, but nothing was decided, and Mr. Wuistizr 


set to work on the picture. In due course it was fivished, 
and was exhibited in Paris last summer under the title 
of “ Brun et Or.’ Bir Wiu11am Ensen sent Mr. Wuistizr a 
cheque for £100. Mr, Wuistizr cheq 

his dissatisfaction at the amount of it in an ironical letter, 
which seems to have failed to touch Sir Wut1am. Then, 








way of emphasizing his disgust, he painted out Lady Enzn’s 
face and pre to substitute sania, This he Aaa to 
have actually done, but his patron transferred the dispute to the 
courts. The judgment is that Sir Wi11am is to have the 
picture given up to him, the £100 returned, and 1,000 francs by 
way of damages. At first sight this seems one sided, Sir 
Wii.1AM Epen triumphs too much, And further thought does 
not mend the matter. Assume that Mr. Wuisrizr accepted the 
£100 as the price of the picture, cannot be 
disputed, still the money Sir 






Wruiu1am Epen’s. We 





Epen gets the picture and the as well. 


1,000 francs is the measure of damages for breach of the 
contract to paint the picture. But was there any breach of 
such contract, and, if there had been, is it clear that 
damage measurable in money could result? And if it 
case of breach of contract, Mr. Wuistier, though he 
have returned the £100, would have kept the picture. 
gether the judgment seems a good deal : 





Tue rEcENT judgment of the Privy Council in Newton v. Deben- 

the Anglo-Australian Investment, 

the series of decisions 
_effectuall rigas 


ture-holders and Liquidators o 
&e., Co. (Limited) is in accordance wii 
which have established that a compar 


















‘ » fant ; ( y . H 
. J. & 8. 407) doubt was felt on the ground that the mortgage 
involves an interference with the discretion which the directors 
ought to exercise in making calls. But in Re Phenix Bessemer 
Steel Co. (32 L. T. 854) Jzsset, M.R., decided 
mortgages, and this view was generally 
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Broo . (No, 2), 18 - a 914, R. 10 K 
of South phe v. g Me Bf 23 W. R. 668, L. BR 
Howard y. Patent Ivory Manufacturing Co., 36 W. R. 801, 38 Gh. 
D. 156). In Re Pyle Works (38 W. R. 674, 44 Oh. D. 534) an 
attempt was made to distinguish between calls before the 
winding up of the company and calls made in the winding up,— 
by 


but the distinction was rejected | the Oourt pe any I 


the general power to charge capital, when 

the sonstitution of the company, was affirmed. In the recent case 

before the Privy Council the question arose between the holders 

of debentures, claiming to have a first charge on the capital of 

o ymin wih somes —y = _ sametnneens of 
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The Privy Council, after considering the decision of the Court 
of A in Re Pyle Works, saw no reason to differ from it, 
though if they had felt any doubt in the matter they intimated 
that would still have followed that authority for the sake 
of uniformity in the administration of company law in 
this country and in a colony which had adopted the Act of 1862. 





Lory Hosnovsr’s Sunday Bill has three distinguishin ng 
features: it consists of we three sections; it is prefac 
with an explanatory memorandum of three and a half pages ; 
and this memorandum is more polemical in tone than any 
statement of the kind that has hitherto come under our notice. 
It will be remombered that the Lord’s-day Observance Society 
were foiled in their efforts to bring the promoters of the Leeds 
Coliseum lectures within the provisions of Bishop Porrzovs’s 
Lord’s-day Act of 1781—which was passed to put down “the 
burlesque of Scripture and making religion a public amusement 
and trade” at certain Sunday gatherings—only by reason of 
their having sued the wrong persons, and that they did in 
fact su in getting the hall in which a humorous, but 
perfectly decorous, lecture on ‘The distinctive characteristics 
of the English, Scotch, and Irish people” had been delivered 
stigmatize as « “disorderly house.” The new Sunday Bill 
will, if enacted, prevent operations of this kind in the future. 
It provides that no suit shall henceforward be instituted under 
the Act of 1781 without the previous written consent of the 
Attorney-General, and exempts alfogether from that statute 
“any house, room, or place opened or used for any lecture or 
address on science, ethics, social duties, literature, art, or any 
kindred subject, whether followed by discussion or not, or for 
the lormance of music, if the proceedings are undertaken 
by their promoters with a view to the public good, and not by 
way of trade or for the pecuniary profit of the promoters.” 


COSTS OF PARTICULARS OF OBJECTIONS. 


Taz case of Mandelberg v. Morley (43 W.R. 266) does not 
the law as to the costs of particulars of objections much 
er, but it is worth noticing, as it differs a little from 
ious decisions under section 29, sub-section 6, of the Pateuts 

Act, 1883. 

court has once more decided that it w 
action merely for the purpose of giving a certificate under the 

Ac che a certificate the taxing 

ight in re p he costs of the particulars. 
hould be noti at in this instance, though the action 
came on for trial, the case for the plaintiff was not opened nor 
any of his witnesses examined. The plaintiff had, indeed, 
applied, on the ground of an alleged compromise, for a stay of 
proceedings, and his summons came on for hearing with the 
trial of the action, which had been set down by the defendants. 

The judge refused to stay the action, and the plaintiff offering 

no evi the action was dismissed with costs. To this 

extent the case differs from previous cases where the action was 
i after the plaintiff had opened his case and his 

witnesses had been examined and cross-examined. In such 

cases a certificate has in several instances been given that the 

he eon of objections were reasonable and proper so far as 
ap 


from the examination or cross-examination of the 
‘8 witnesses. 


There has been as yet no reported decision under the present 
Patents Act as to whether section 29, sub-section 6, applies to the 
case of the discontinuance of an action before trial, except the 
case of Rothwell vy. King, decided by Vice-Chancellor Brisrowz 
in 1887 (4 Rep. Pat. Cas. 397). In this case, the plaintiff 
having served notice of discontinuance, the defendant moved 































- for a certificate under section 29, sub-section 6, and for directions 


\ on taxation. The Vice-Chancellor 
i 


that the costs of the particulars of objections should be allowed 

ecided that a certificate 
could be given only at or after trial, but expressed the opinion 

| that, even though no certificate had been given, the taxing 
officer had power in such a case to allow the costs of particulars of 
objections properly incurred. This is, we belicve, the only 
veported decision on this point urder the present Act. 





Under the former Act of 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 83) it wag 
decided by the Common Law Oourt in Greaves v. Eastern 
Counties Railway Co. (1 E. & E. 961), where the plaintiff 
abandoned his action before the trial, that the corresponding 
section (43) of that Act applied only where the action came to 
trial, and that under the Statute of Gloucester the defendant was 
entitled to his costae; and Vice-Chancellor Bacon allowed the 
costs in Batley v. Kynock (L. R. 20 Eq. 632), where the plaintiff 
dismissed his bill before the hearing. 

It should, however, be remarked that in Parnell v. Mort (33 
W. R. 481) it was held that the discretion as to costs of the 
Chancery courts was not limited by the Patents Act, 1852. 
And, further, it should be remembered that section 43 of the Act 
of 1852, and section 29, sub-section 6, of the present Act are not 
in identical terms. In the earlier Act the words are ‘‘ unless 
certified by the judge before whom [the trial was had”; in the 
present Act they are ‘‘ unless the same is certified by the court 
or a judge.” e difference is significant. 

It may be worth noticing that in Longbottom v. Shaw (6 Rep. 
Pat. Cas., p. 511) when counsel argued that Greaves v. Eastern 
Counties Railway Co. shewed that if the plaintiff discontinued 
the defendant was entitled to his costs, Mr. Justice Kay re- 
marked, ‘‘ That is, because the plaintiff admits all the defences 
are good.” 





DO COVENANTS TO SETTLE PROPERTY EMBRACE 
SAVINGS ? 
II. 


Last week we sought to shew that upon a comparison of the 
circumstances in which the obligations in Lewis v. Madocks and 
Re Bendy were made, and of the general characters of those 
obligations, Lord Expon’s application of the bond before him 
to “savings” did not appear to require a like application of- 
the covenant in Re Bendy. It remains for us to inquire 
whether such an application was required by the particular 
words of that covenant. 

Before examining those words we must remind the reader 
of the maxim Jn _conventionibus contrahentium voluntas potius 
quam_verba spectari placuit(Broom’s Maxims, ord od., Dp. 
491), and of the rule that the circumstances in which au 
instrument is made are to be rogarded in interpreting it: 

arm. Wills, 5 . Pp. 1,655. It also must be noted 
that, unlike the bond in Lewis v. Madocks, but like most 
modern covenants for the settlement of after-acquired property, 
the covenant in Ze Bendy was contained in a deed whereby 
specified property of an intended wife, and its yearly produce, 
were so settled as to give her such of the yearly produce as 
should accrue during her life, while a different destination was 
provided for the capital. It is unlikely that it was intended by 
the covenant to take away from the wife, as Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu held that it did, income which the settlement itself 
had expressly given her—a gift which it is conceived could not 
be cut down except by something which with reasonable 
certainty indicated an intention to do so: Jarm. Wills, 5th ed, 
p- 1,655. 

The covenant itself was so expressed as to become operative 
only in a specified contingency. If the wife should “ become 
er ssessed of . . . property 
be settled. These must be the words which Mr. Justice Kzxe- 
wicu felt obliged to interpret according to Lord Expon’s rule 
and exception as excluding income erally, but including 
“savings.” With great respect to the learned judge, we wish 
to shew, without resort to the exceptions mentioned below—any 
one of which seems to us to prove our point—that he was mis- 
taken in thinking that the words Mf segue of property,” 

im 








unaffected by those seapenes. placed under the supposed 
necessity. The words ‘‘ ons oa “ become possessed ” 
resemble each other closely though not completely, and primarily 


in this, that they are both general in character, and in their 
application to particulars need to “be reasonably contrued,” 


and, therefore, may “‘not be held to include such property” as 
the context may shew that the covenantors did not intend them 
to embrace. Now, the circumstances of the covenant andthe 
mode of settlement it required shew the unlikelihood of the 


,” that property was to | 
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covenantors having meant to embrace income in d tion from 
the settlement’s earlier grant. The slight difference between 
“be” and “become” before ‘“ poss ” and the addition to 
it of the word ‘‘entitled” also suggest that the covenantors 
referred to ‘ possession”’ by virtue of a future acquisition, and 
that such was their intent clearly appears when we attempt to 
apply the words ‘‘ become possessed ”’ for the 4 SR of bringing 
“savings” within the scope of the covenant. The words cannot 
be applied to “‘savings’’ themselves, for by “saving” a man 
does not become but remains possessed, and though perhaps 
they might be, they are not usually applied to rents, yearly 
produce, or income. Possession is used to denote the relation of 


an owner to his land or capital, but of the rents of the one or | p 


the yearly produce of the other he is usually said to be in the 
receipt. To interpret the words ‘“ of property” as 
embracing income was to interpret them “in a strained or 
extraordinary sense.” 


That the covenant in Re Bendy itself should not have been | ¢ 


held to bind such income or savings appears still more plainly 
by the following clauses: /irst, the words “other than the 
property hereby specifically settled,”” which excluded the income 
and savings in question—for not only the ‘‘ stocks and securi- 
ties’’ previously mentioned but also the “income” from them 
had been specifically settled. Secondly, the exception of 
« property of less value than £200 vesting in possession . . . 
at the same time and from the said [query, same] source,” for 
that exception shewed that the words ‘‘ become possessed ” in 
the principal clause bore the meaning above attributed to them 
of an acquisition of title—that the amount of which the 
covenanter must become possessed at the same time and from 
the same source in order that it might be bound by the covenant 
was far in excess of any income which in ordinary cases, and it 
may be assumed in the case before the court, could daily accrue 
to a wife, and consequently that the covenantors could not have 
intended to settle income. It was daily, if at all, that the income 
vested in possession in the wife. And thirdly, the exception of 
‘an annuity or annuities or other estate or interest for the life 
of the” wife, for she was entitled to the income in question as 
an interest for her life. 

It remains to be pointed out that, the income not being affected 
by the covenant in consequence of the terms of the deed— 
whether because the words of description do not extend to 
income or because the words of exception exclude income—it 
follows that savings out of income cannot be affected. Lord 
Expon’s exception of income from a description in the bond 
sufficient in its terms to embrace income, being based on con- 
siderations inapplicable to savings, was not allowed to extend to 
them; but no such reason can be alleged for holding that a 
covenant which is not so expressed as to bind income can bind a 
part of that income because it is saved. 


It is therefore submitted that while both the rule and the 
exception established in Zewis v. Madocks were required by the 
general character and the particular words used in the bond 
then under consideration, and should, if the words can be so 
interpreted, be applied in other cases of the same general 
character, the application of the rule was unnecessary in Re 
Bendy, a rule being supplied by the words of the deed itself ; 
that the application in that case of Lord Expon’s exception was 
opposed to the intent of ordinary covenants for the settlement of 

r-acquired property, and in that before the court was neither 
required by nor admissible under the words ‘‘ become possessed #2 
taken with the context, and “‘ reasonably construed’; and that 
that application of the exception disappointed, instead of, as in 
Lewis v. Madocks, giving effect to, the intention of the parties 

Both Lewis v. Madocks and Re Bendy illustrate the doctrine 
that the conversion of money which should be settled, by an 
investment of it by the person bound to settle it, does not 
deprive the beneficiaries under the settlement of their right. 
“The sprout is to savour of the root and go the same way”’: 
WriciT, LK, Z Vern. 535. 











The Times says that Mr. Justice Wills continues ey weak after his 
recent illness, and it is probable that he wil] not resume 
égain until after the Easter Vacation. 


is seat in court 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS, 


Law or LArceny.—On the 14th inst. the Larceny Act Amend- 
ment Bill was read a third tim’. 

Persury.—On the same rs bare Perjury Bill was read a third 
time, some formal amendments having been . 

Rative oF MAcHINERY.,—Mr. GgRaLp Batrour’s Bill to amend 
the law relating to the rating of hereditaments machinery 
recites in the preamble that questions have from time to time arisen 
as to how far machinery is to be taken into consideration in estimat- 
ing the rateable value of the premises 
or manufacture is carried on 





were not physically attach 
y valuation list, 
local rate, the estimated rental or rateable value of any heredita- 
ment occupied for any trade, business, or 
any increased value arising from machines, tools, or a, 
not fixed, or are only so fixed that they can be 
without necessitating the removal of any part of the 
shall be exc’uded.” Then follows a proviso that ual 
value of any such hereditament shall be estimated at not less than 
the sum at which it might reasonably be - 
pose for which. it is used on @ year! . 
tools, and appliances which it og cadbary scr ys 4 expected would 
be supplied by the tenant, if the tenan! 
rates and taxes, and the 
insurance; and a further proviso that the terms machines, tools, 
appliances shall not appl bribe ems > Bal plant used in or on 
the hereditament for mir Awa or first motive power, or 
for heating or lighting the hereditament. Bill 
second time, and wss considered by the Standing Committee on 
Trade on the 14th inst. Mr. JEFFREYS moved to omit the words 
printed above in italics, and to insert in their place ‘ 


iances heh are 


| 


which is placed therein for the purpose of —s such hereditament 
complete and fit for *the for which it is used shall be 
taken into consideration ut auhaniiine such gross estimated rental 
or rateable value.” He the amendment in the interest of 
agriculturists, who obj to the Bill in its present shape as an 
attempt to relieve the manufacturer of a 


rates at the ex: of the yers 
said that the amendment in ty trav 
the Bill. If it were carried it would be equivalent to 
law as it was declared to stand at the present time by 
the Rolls. The measure did not introduce any real alteration 
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present practice of rating. It was introduced to deal with the new 
principle of rating machinery which had been in con- 
sequence of the decision of the Master of the in certain 


E 


manufacturing centres. The Solicitor-General admitted 
ve state of uncertainty. When Lord Esuzr 


law was ina R gave 
his judgment he expressly declined to state on what the 
valuers should act in m their assessments of machinery. On a 


division, the amendment was re 18 votes to 12. Mr 
JEFFREYS moved to omit the words in the first proviso ‘‘ void of the 
machines, tools, and appliances which it might reasonably be 
expected would be —— by the tenant.” On a division, the 
amendment was rejected by 19 votes to 8. The Bill was ordered to 
be reported without amendments to the House. 

MortGaGEEs’ Costs.—The Mortgagees’ Costs Bill passed thro 
Committee without amendment, and was read a third time by 
House of Commons on the 19th inst. 

Bats PassepD 1nTO Law.—The Royal Assent was given on the 
14th inst. to the Locel Government (Scotland) Act, 1894, Amendment 
Act, and the Seed Potatoes Supply ) Act. 


REVIEWS. 
STREETS AND BUILDINGS IN LONDON. 


THE Lonpon Buripine Act, 1894, WiTH APPENDICES CONTAINING 
STATUTES OTHER THAN THE BUILDING ACT STILL IN FORCE AND 
AFFECTING BUILDING OPERATIONS; ALSO THE BYE-LAWS, REGULA- 
TIONS, AND STANDING ORDERS OF THE Lonpon CouNTY 
AND OF THE COMMISSIONERS OF SEWERS OF THE Crry or Lonpon. 
WiTH concisE Notes AND Cross-REFERENCES. WittiAM 

Russert Gairrrras, LL.B., and Francis W. Pemper, M.A., 

i Sons (Limited). 








Barristers-at-Law. William Clowes & 
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The drafting of the London Building Act, 1894, was the 
subject of some uncomplimentary remarks last week by Sir John 
in a case before him at the Bow-street Police Court. The 
section in question was section 41, with respect to the space to be left 
at the rear of domestic buildings. The difficulty appears to arise 
from the attempt to express in words directions which an architect 
or surveyor would naturally give by means of a drawing. Had an 
diagram been appended to sub-section (iii.) perhaps the 
discussion of the case in question might have been facilitated. The 
authors of the above edition of the Act refer to the sub-section as 
somewhat complicated, but do not suggest that there is any doubt as 
to its effect, and they state shortly what the effect is. Whether their 
explanation is correct will be found an interesting exercise for persons 
who are interested in plans and elevations. The Act is very clearly 
a and the authorities which may assist its construction have 
carefully collected—.as, for example, in the notes to section 5, 
sub-section th), defining “street,” and sub-section (29), defining 
* owner,” and in the note to section 88, dealing with party structures. 
The understanding of the Act is facilitated also by numerous ex- 
planatory notes and cross-references. Appendix A contains other 
enactments relating to the m lis, including the Public Health 
(London) Act, 1891; in Appendix B are given the bye-laws and 
ations of the London County Council; and Appendices C and 
D contain the City of London Sewers Acts, 1848 and 1851, and sundry 
tions in force in the City of London. The book is well 
arranged and printed, and will welcomed as a useful and con- 
venient guide in matters relating to London buildings. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Bateman’s Law of Auctions, with Forms, Precedents, and Statutes. 
Seventh Edition. By Patrick F, Evens, LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Law relating to Income Tax, with the Statutes, Forms, and 
Decided Cases in the Courts of England, Scotland, and Ireland. By 
AzntHur Ropinson, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Statutes of Practical Utility, arranged in Alphabetical and 
Chronological Order, with Notes and Indexes. Being the Fifth 
Edition of Chitty’s Statutes. By J. M. Lxty, Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. VI. ‘‘ Judgments” to ‘‘ Limitation.” Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Student’s Guidetothe Bar. By W. W. Rovsez Batt, Barrister- 
at-Law. Sixth Edition. Revised and Edited by J. P. Bars, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Macmillan &Co. . 


The Law of Wills. For Testators, Heirs, Legatees. With the Law 
of Distribution of Property on Intestacy, and the Intestates’ Estates 
Act, 1890 ; also a Practical Guide for Executors and Administrators, 
shewing their Powers and Duties, giving the New Death Daties 
under the Fimance Act, 1894, and Information necessary for Per- 
sonal ns, with a List of the Probate Registries and their 
Districts. By C. E. Srewart, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fourth 
Edition. Effingham Wilson. 


The Annual Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the.Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Irish; with a Céftection of 
Cases Followed, Distinguished, Explained, Commented on, Over- 
ruled, or Questioned, and References to the Statutes, Orders, and 
Rules of Court during the pe 1894. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE PROPOSED PUBLIC TRUSTEE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—While the Select Committee of the House of Commons is 
sitting to consider the administration of trusts, may I trespass on 
your space to suggest a scheme that, without necessitating the 

intment of any new official, or the establishment of any new 
would afford all those facilities and conveniences which, 
according to the advocates for a public trustee, are needed for the 
protection of trust funds and the relief of settlors unable to secure 
the services as trustees of relatives or friends. 
It is, I take it, admitted that no public trustee would consent to 


hold to which any personal liability was attached, such as 
shares not fully paid up in joint-stock companies, or leaseholds sub- 
ject to onerous covenants ; nor, again, could he perform the duties now 


undertaken by executors, such as arranging for a funeral, sorting 
papers, winding up the establishment, discharging servants, and so 

: his duties d in no case extend beyond those of a trustee as 
Tistinguished from an executor on the one hand and from a receiver 
or manager on the other. 








Now, if some public official is required ready to act as trustee of 
any pay or funds that ny or entrusted to him, why should not 
the Paymaster-General of the High Court act in that capacity ? 
Bg scheme I would suggest would be somewhat on the following 

es. 

Provide—of course an Act of Parliament would be requisite—that 
any settlor may transfer or convey to the Paymaster-General any 
property, whether personal or real, the holding of which involves no 
liability, to be held upon the trusts to be declared by an instrument, 
a copy of which should be filed either in the Paymaster-General’s 
office or elsewhere, as may be deemed most convenient. 

This document should define in outline the extent of the Pay- 
master-General’s authority. If the property transferred were invest- 
ments, the occasion a marriage, and the settlement one on the ordinary 
lines where personalty only is settled, it might stipulate that during 
the lives of the husband and wife the income should be paid to them 
successively, so that during that period the Paymaster would have no 
reeson to interfere or act in any way unless there were a change of 
investments, or some occasion arose for funds to be raised to advance 
children or for some such purpose. In some cases provision might 
be made for a transfer from one security to another being made as of 
course on the written request of the person entitled to the income, or 
of some persons named for the purpose in the settlement, 
but wherever difficulties arose or directions were needed, a 
summons in chambers accompanied by a_ short statement 
would be all that would be requisite to obtain a judicial decision, and 
we know how inexpensive such applications might be made. So, 
again, in a settlement of real estate, the general management would 
be given to the tenant for life for the time being, and it would be 
easy to make provision for the appointment of a receiver if one were 
required during a minority, or for any other reason. Where the settle- 
ment was created by will, it would bs as easy for a testator to direct 
that, as soon as his estate was wound up and his debts paid, the residue 
should be paid over to the Paymaster-General, or to bequeath specific 
funds to that official, as it would be for him to vest these funds in a 
public trustee. 

I confess I do not believe that many settlors or testators would 
avail themselves of the facilities such a scheme would affurd, but I 
am bs are sceptical as to the success of any public trustee. Like 
the o cials of the Land Registry, this official would find himself left 
severely alone by most persons who have property to settle, and then 
an effort weet be made to compel the public to find him work and 
make the office pay. But if something must be done in the way of 
providing a State official to act as trustee for all and sundry, why not 
utilize existing machinery ? 

If the plan succeeds, and the value of an official trustee is recog- 
nized by persons who have property to settle, it would be easy to 
increase the staff in the Paymaster-General’s Office; if it did not 
succeed little expense would have been incurred and no harm done. 

Hereford, March 18. H. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
“THE GIPSY QUEEN ”—No. 1, 14th March. 


Apmrmatty — Practice — Costs or Aprgat— Satvacre Action — AMouNT 
REDUCED ON APPEAL. 


Appeal from Bruce, J., awarding the owners, master, and crew of the 
steamship Jane Clark £1,200 for salvage services rendered to the steamship 
Gipsy Queen. The Court of Appeal, on the 13th of March, reduced the 
amount to £800, and upon the question of the costs of the appeal the court 
said that they would inquire what the practice in such cases was. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and Ricsy, L.JJ.), on the 
14th of March, said that in cases where the amount awarded for salvage 
was reduced and a smaller sum awarded, the general practice of the court 
was not to give any costs of the appeal. There was, however, no hard- 
and-fast rule upon the subject, and in any particular case the judge 
would have » discretion to allow the costs of the appeal. The appeal 
would therefore be allowed, without costs.—Counset, Raikes, Q.C., and 
L. Batten ; Sir W. Phillimore and Butler Aspinali. Soxicrrons, Pritchard 
§ Sons ; Crossman § Prichard, for H. W. Beli, West Hartlepool. 


[Reported by W. F. Banxny, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


MAYOR, &c., OF MANCHESTER (Appellants); McADAM (Respondent)— 
No. 1, 8th March. 


Revenve—Income Tax—Attowances—Pvuatic Lipsrany—** Buripine THe 
Prorerty or any Lrrerary or Screntiric Instirutrion’’— Income Tax 
Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), 8. 61, rn. 6 (ScHEDULE A)—PvusLiC 
Lrerarres Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 53). 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division (Wright and — 
Commissioners of Income ~ 


Coll JJ.) on @ special case stated by the 
dl aeninten wate nemeenill 


Schedule A af the Income Tax Act, 1842, in respect of four buildings ia © 
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ester used as public free libraries. The b were established | deceased member were liable to be on the list of contributories to the 
ee of me Public Libraries Act, 1850 and one poe elena ones te extent of the assets in their hands. Vit cuatdieny “oon aaeaieen ta if. 
unde’ ’ , 
not Publi ct 2, and were vested in the appellants as the | it was reasonably — that faa Faguamg mero hy would be contributories, 
: i oe te ority, and were used solely for the purposes of public free | that was sufficient to found the -up j a gy Bn 
wing libraries and reading-rooms, being maintained bya rate not the | cases were referred to in the course of —— :—New 
prescribed limit. The appellants contended that they were not to | Extraction Co. v. Peacock a 1Q. B. 622), South London Fish Market 
-that pay income tax in respect of these buildings, on the ground that they | Co. (37 W. R. 3, 39 Ch. D. 324), Re Bolton a. Soan Society (28 W. BR. 
any were exempted under the Income Tax Act, 1842, s. 61, r. 6, by which an | 164, 12 Ch. D. 679), Alexander v. Mills (19 W. 310, L. R. 6 Ch. 124), 
s NO allowance was to be made for the duties charged “‘on any building the | Re Doncaster Permanent toe Building Society (15 W. R. 102, go Be 4 
nent, property of any literary or scientific institution used solely for the purposes 158), Re Sheffield and South Yorkshire Permanent ie oe 
ral’s of such institution.’’ The commissioners confirmed the assessments. The | Q. B. D. 470, 37 W. R. Dig. 29), Re Blackburn 8 
Divisional Court held that they were bound by their own decision in | Society (31 W. R. 98, 24 Ch. D. 437), Part’s cass (18 W. R. 977, L. R. 2 
ware Andrews ¥. Mayor, $¢., of Bristol (61 L. J. Q. B. 715, 41 W. R. Dig. 208), | Eq. 622), West Riding of Yorkshire Permanent Benefit Building 
Pey- and dismissed the appeal. t . 376, 45 Oh. D. 468), Ex parte Blakeley’s Becoutors (3 M. & G. 726). 
aa Tus Covar (Linpizy and Riosy, L.JJ., Lord Esurr, M.R., dissenting) | Tus Cover (Lord Harssvry and Lawouey and A. L. Sune, L.JJ.) 
—- dismissed the a) s missed the j 
ining Linviey, L. er that he could not think that a om corpora-| Lord Hatsnury.—I am of that this ro be dit missed. 
them tion, or body of ratepayers who, by adopting tne Public raries Act, | Section 199 of the Companies 1862, says that must be more than 
re NO had become liable to be rated in order to maintain a free library, wasa | seven who are actual members; the language is susceptible of no other 
re of literary institution within the meaning of that phrase in the Income Tax | meaning ; it cannot mean actual members or past members liable to be 
ance Act, 1842. literary or scientific institution supported by rates was not, | called upon as contributories. I cannot import into the construction of 
night in his opinion, such an institution as was contemplated by the Legislature. | the statute such words as ‘‘ members either now or who have been mem~- 
as of The Corporation of Manchester, even in its character of io authority, | bers.”” That leads me to the consideration of the order which oe made. 
oe oF could not be called a literary institution. That was the view taken by the | I think that order is binding on the but would ae bet 
ail Divisional Court in Andrews v. Mayor, §c., of Bristol, and by the Scotch | on an outsider who chal ; against 
ee Court in Sulley v. Royal College of Surgeons, Edinburgh (19 Court of Seas. | application.” That is eno this case. I do not desire to say 
d, a Cas , 4th series, 751). that if that were not so I that any other difficulties could not 
—_— Rizr, L.J., concurred.—He had taled, fo vain to biog this wr at feng I should be very sorry to bea party to forcing such a titleas 
= the exemption. No doubt these free libraries were literary institutions on an unwilling . 
Bo, within the Income Tax Act, 1842, but that Act had , not merely to| Lainpey, L.J., said that the was whether the liquidator hey ks af 
vould character of the buildings, but to the owners of the buildings. He was | company could make a good title to Pages to be vested 
ld be unable to call the corporation, who had the management of these libraries, | under section 203 of the Companies Act, . His lordship was not 
were a literary institution. The court must look at the character of the owners | satisfied that the haser would get ‘a good title. The point by 4 
ttle- (assuming the corporation to be the owners) as distinct from the character | turned on the validity of the winding-up order. Unquestionably pag 
lirect of the buildings. In his opinion the commissioners in rural districts stood | date of the winding-up order there were not seven ay og 
sidue in the same position. aaa executors of ee reg a —a members, nor were » Rigresnp and 
ecific Lord Esuzr, M.R., dissen’ In his ne the corporation were not | of bankrupt mem! ; they would et wr until 
a the owners of these buildings. They had been the owners, but had re- | liability to t wy we 4 most dangerous 
. solved to turn them into free libraries. The corporation would have had | doctrine to say that the trustees of mem oonune ro members. 
nothing more to say to them but for the fact that they were the urban | The view his lordship took of the case same — x Bolton case 
rould authority empowered by the Public Libraries Act, 1892, to carry out the | and the South London Fish Market case ( ‘as the order equiva- 
put I Act, and as such were the library authority. The buildi were vested | lent to a judgmen If so that 
Like in the library authority, who were bound to appropriate them for public | liquidator. : ongest expression pinios V/ 
f left libraries. The library authority were bare trustees for the persons for | up order could ¢ sputed on ah appe pre 
then whose benefit the libraries were founded. The libraries were sclely for | Zola} Loss, §c., Association 326. hb ao 
r and the purpose of affording literary information. They were therefore | that until the Court of A set aside the order : Foy | ae as 
ay of literary institutions. They consisted of the legal owners, who were the | on all under it. If the liquidator a ou fp ap om 
y not trustees and the managers, and the persons who had the benetit of them. | unimpeachable, then the purchaser would — — A 
? That was the “literary institution,” and the property was in the institu- | made by the court without jurisdiction, - ground by x ~ 
ee. tion as beneficial owners. These buildings, therefore, came within the | from under the feeb of the liquidator. A was eee 0, oe oe 
“608 very words of the exemption in the Income Tax Act, 1842. In his opinion ble to have a large society with very few mem A, Rose 
ay the appeal ought to be ee ee J. Saaee r hey Q os and % = pene ~~ — pe Congenet Acts. The order was invalid, could 
P. Macdonell ; Sir R. T. Reid, A.G., and Danckwerts. Licitors, Austin a . 
a Austin, for Town Cerk, Manchester ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. A. c. Surrn, L at coed to the conclusion that the Bm Sf 
eee Counnne, Buckley, 0.0. and Perey Wheeler ;* Warrington, 0.0., 0nd Dibdin, 
: Soxicrrors, A. ¢ Lawson, Jones, Son, $ Tannett, Leeds ; 
Re BOWLING & WILBY’S CONTRACT—No. 2, 14th March. Vincent, tor North ¢ Sons, Leeds. 
Company—Winpina-up Orper—Unreaisterep Burpine Socrstr—Com- (Reported by W. SHaLLoross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Lew. | 
PANY OF Less THAN Seven Memners—Jvrispicrion—Sauxe sy Liquipa- 
Tor —Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 199. LUMLEY v. RAVENSCROFT—No. 2, 13th March. 
A from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported ante, p. 134, and 43 | Acngzment wx Aputr anp Inraxr to Garawr a Lease—Raervptariox— 
W. pai The London and Yorkshire Permanent Benefit Building Srrcrric Prrronmance acamnst Ons on Born — x 
ansiil Society was ——- in ie under nyt Buil Societies Foghat 1836 | Insuncrion. 
eee (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32), and was never incorpora under ding f lecisi : chambers. The defendants to the 
. pepe Act of 1874 = Ph c. = A A eo dog the re Ae | PE nk aeons and pF A en being a minor: By an agree- 
of the of the said society under the opens ots, - was presented to : Netok defendants their 
msbip the Leeds Cound Oourt in July; , and was by the sole trustee ment in writing dated the 5th of ' 1804, the ‘a 
d the of the society, on the ground that the society did not consist of more than 
court seven members, and that, consequently, the court had no jurisdiction to 
make a winding-up order. The county court judge, however, was of 
m the opinion that he had such jurisdiction, and on the 27th of July, 1893, his 
alvage onour made a winding-up order under the Com Acts, at the same 
» court time appointing Jobn Bowling, the official receiver of the court, provi- 
hard- sional fauidator, Bowling subsequently (under section 6, cub-dection 3, 
judge of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890) became official liquidator, and 
judg: pan 
appeal all the property of the society was vested in him by an order of the said same 
oy judge dated the 30th of November, 1893. By a contract dated tne 17th of ented Gah ae Si ae guented 
‘ichard October, 1893, the respondent agreed to purchase from the liquidator cer- the 34 have bees to convey her interest, what- 
tain freehold property vested in the liquidator by virtue of the order oven %1 tent be Unless the wood cheteh now chothon @ at the 
of the county court judge. The purchaser made the following requisition trial he ld take what she could give, he could not an injunction, } 
on title:—‘‘ It must be shewn that the county court has j ction in but culy dame hat be ee ee 80 
t) the matter of winding up the society”’ to which the following reply was : that a ; _ not be granted for specific An injune- 
—)s “We refer you to 53 & 54 Vict. c. 63, s. 1 (3).” At the dateof the wind. | jun & Su sd Ue Gao the infant ) 
ing-up order the register of the society not contain the names of ht to be granted poe ery bye Eo onto 
[¢ THE seven members, but the list of contributories contained four living mitted that he could successfully prove his the 
e Tax members and the personal representatives of deceased members and the defendant. If he was bound to elect, he p Pl. take what she 
PuBLIC trustee in bankruptcy of a bankrupt member. The vendor took out a ld give him, and not damages. " 
summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, to determine the f L. L.JJ.) a wed the 
ht and validity of the Pp ga objection. Stirling, J., the sum-| Ts Courr (Lixvrey and A. L, Surrn, . appeal. 
ncome mons, and held that the purchaser's objection was well founded. The{| Lanpxey, L.J., said that there was id bi between 
under liquidator appealed, and urged that the members of an unregistered | the and Mr. the , tee yep | 
ings in society remained liable for the debts all their lives: the executors of 9! im the two letters. If , were 
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juris, there would be a complete contract, and no difficulty would arise; 
but unfortunately one of them, Charles, was an infant. ‘The agreement 
‘was made by the two to let property, which was leased to the two. The 
law was 3 ifi ‘ormance could not be granted 
in against the other defendant on 
court. ‘ ro é@ doce 

n cases on the subject. Specific performance could 
one share in the absence 0 rant to bind the otis 
fied to be the only remedy open to the plaintiff. 

; t Se - 












te 





would be costs in 

A. L. Surrx, L.J.—On the facts before us no case for specific per- 
formance has been made out, and the injunction fails. A case may be 
eee ees on the question whether he had authority or 
not to bind his principals ; we say nothing about that. Appeal allowed. 
—Counsat, Younger; Lush Wilson. Sorsctrons, Proudfoot § Chaplin ; 
Longbourne, Stevens, § Co. 

[Reported by W. Suaticnoss Goppanp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
CHARLES v. BUTSON—North, J., 15th March. 
Ewrorcinc UnperTakina —Fresu AcTION UNNECESSALY. 


This was a motion to enforce an undertaking given by the defendant in 
an action, brought by the executors of Peter Charles, deceased, to recover 
of certain documents belonging to the testator. ‘That action 
was settled upon the defendant giving up certain documents and signing 
@ paper ok that he had delivered up all books, &c., belonging to the 
testator and ertaking to make an affidavit to that effect if required. 
The defendant, upon being called upon to make an affidavit in accordance 
with his undertaking, refused to do so. He did not now appear. 
Nortn, J., expressed some doubt as to whether the undertaking could 
be enforced without a fresh action. He referred to Gilbert v. Endean (27 
W. RB. 252, 9 Ch. D. 259), Emeris v. Woodward (43 Oh. D. 185), and Pryer 


v. Gribble (L. R. 10 Ch. 534), but final id that he thought that he could 

do what was asked, and made an Oe A ate trout tne gould 

affidavit-in-accordance—witir-tts thdertaking. He refused, however, to 

gifs ein piety the-vowtr-OF The appication.—Covnsa, T. Terrell. 
Lictrors, Sawbridge § Son. 


[Reported by G, B. Haurtroy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re PYLE, PYLE v. PYLE—Stirling, J., 14th March. 
Wu1i—Converston—Conrracr ror Satz—ApsgmMprrion, 


Adjourned summons. This was a summons raising the question 
w a devise of certain freehold lands.was not adeemed by the sale of 
such lands under the age of a ledse of the lands devised. By his 
will, dated the 20th of March, 1886, George Pyle, after bequeathing certain 

and specific legacies, devised two freehold houses and his free- 
Jand at Headley to his brother John Pyle for life, with remainder to 
Charles and John Pyle absolutely as tenants in common in equal shares, 
and after divers further bequests the testator gave his residuary reulty and 
personalty to trustees upon trust to sell the same as therein-mentioned, 
and after payment thereout of his funeral and testamentary expenses and 
debts and other than specific, to stand possessed of the residue 
upon trust for his nephews and nieces and their children as therein- 
mentioned, and he appointed John Pyle, Richard Pyle, and Henry Good 
executors and trustees of his will. By a codicil to his will dateg. the 10th 
of June, 1890, the testator made some alterations in the disposition of his 
residuary estate, and after giving certain directions to his trustees not 
material to be here set out, he in all other respects confirmed his said will. 
No reference was made in this said codicil to the testator’s freehold 
lind devised 7 his will as aforesaid. By an indenture of lease dated the 
10th of June, 1890 (being the date of the execution of the codicil above- 
mentioned), the testator demised to John Allan for a term of five years 
from the 24th of June, 1890, his said freehold land at Headley, in the 
testator’s will deviced as aforesaid, and the said lease contained a 
covenant by the testator that if the said John Allan should desire at 
time during the continuance of the demise to purchase the fee simple 
the said land for £500, that he (the testator) would convey the same to 
pereon or persons as the lessee should direct as therein-mentioned. 
was il or the lease was executed first. 
on the 30th of September, , without revoking his 
codicil, which were duly proved on the 25th of October, 
of the said freeholds at Headley gave notice to the 
of his intention to exercise his option of purchase con- 
aforesaid, and the said premises were duly conveyed to 
for life under the Settled Land Acts, trustees being 
of the said Acts. The net pro- 

This was a su i 
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court for the p' 
amounted to £480. mmone by Richard Fy e to 
it determined whether such proceeds of sale ought to be paid to the 
tenant for life and remaindermen of the said freeholds under the testator’s 
or whether they fell into residue. 

J.—The question is whether the devisees of certain freeholds 
to the purchase-moneys arising from the exercise by the lessee 
thereof of an option to purchase vested in him by the terms of the lease. 
read such portions of the will as were material, and after 


y 
F 


' 











In Lawes v. Bennett the decision in effect was that where there is a con- 
tract giving an option to purchase which is exercised, the purchase-money 
goes as personal estate ; but this being merely a rule, it may be altered 
by an expression of intention to the contrary appearing in the will—e.g., 
an express direction that the proceeds of any such sale should devolve in / > 
the same way that the property itself would have devolved if the eale had 
not taken place. Now it has been held in a series of cases that if the 
“testator insufficiently indicates his intention in this respect the court 
will judge of that intention from surrounding circumstances, if possible : 
Weeding v. Weeding (1 J. & H. 424). The nearest case to the present one 
is Emuss v. Smith (2 De G. M. & G. 722). [His lordship read the facts and 
the Vice-Chancellor’s judgment in the case, and continued:—] That 
judgment was founded upon these points: (1) The specific devise in the 















will; (2) the optional nature of the contract; and (3) the republication 

of the will. ow it seems to me that these elements are here, and, if 

anything, more strongly, for in the present case the testator expressly 

confirmed his will in the codicil thereto of the 10th of June, 1890. It is 

uncertain whether the codicil preceded the lease or the lease preceded the 

codicil, but no mi p which was exe ed the first. the PAse And . the 

covenant giving the ption to purchase must have been present a 
to ; 5 éxecuted the codicil. Therefore I a 

of 6 “Yndication of the testator's 


i) ere @ 
intention to take the case out of the rule in Lawes v. Bennett, and I hold 
that the tenant for life and remaindermen under the devise are entitled to 


the proceeds of sale of the freeholds. Costs out of the fund.—Covunsz1, 
Ashton Cross ; R. M. Pattison ; Stewart Smith. Sorscrtors, Sismey § Sismey, 
for Arnold, Essell, § Baker, Rochester ; Claudius George Algar. 

[Reported by Anruur Morrow, Barrister-at-Law. ) 
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EHRMANN ». EHRMANN—Stirling, J., 15th March. 


Practice—Triat By JupGe witn A Jury-—Partnersuir Action—R. 8. C., 
‘XXXVL., 3, 6, 7. 


This was a motion by the defendants to_haye the action tried by a jury. 
The actfon was broug or the dissolution of a partnership subsisting 
between the plaintiffs and defendants. ‘The plaintiffs, by their statement 
of claim, a numerous allegations against the defendant, some of such 
allegations being of a very serious nature—namely (1) that he had been 
guilty of fraud ; (2) that he had been guilty of an attempt at maintenance ; 
and (3) in effect that he had been guilty of perjury. The defendant 
selected five of the most serious charges affecting his character, and by the 
motion asked that these should be tried by a judge and jury. It was 
admitted that the jurisdiction to make the order asked for was discretion- 
ary, but it was contended, on the authority of Drinkwater v. Union Bank of 
Manchester (1 Times L. R. 362), that the charges made by the plaintiffs 
were of such a serious nature that the defendant ought to have an oppor- 
tunity of clearing his character before a jury. 

Srieutnea, J., referred to the nature of the action, and read section 35 of 
the Partnership Act, 1890, and proceeded :—The court at the trial of the 
action will have to decide whether the case raised by the plaintiffs is such 
as to bring it within any one of the heads of that section. The statement 
of claim is of considerable length, and contains serious charges against the 
defendant, charges of misconduct as a partner, which may be brought 
within section 35 of the Partnership Act, 1890. It may very well be that 
some of the charges have been exaggerated, but as stated undoubtedly they 
are charges of a very serious nature ; in one case the charge is that the 
defendant has been guilty of the offence of maintenance, and in another 
that he has been guilty of perjury. The defendant has selected five of the 
most serious of the charges affecting his character, and desires that these 
should be tried by a judge and jury. Now, it is admitted that the juris- 
diction which I have to exercise on this matter is discretionary. In the 
first place this isa partnership action, though not altogether one of an 
ordinary nature. It is one of those actions which are assigned to the 
Chancery Division. [His lordship then read rules 3, 6, and 7 of order 36 of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, and proceeded:—] No doubt, then, I 
have power to order the whole case or an issue to be tried by a judge with 
a jury. It is observable that the defendant does not ask to have the whole 
case tried by a jury, and, considering the number of iesues, I am not 
surprised that he has not. Then it is said that these charges are of such a 
serious nature that the defendant should have an opportunity of clearing 
his character. It seems to me that it would not be a good mode of trying 
this action to select these issues and submit them toa jury in a form calling 
upon the jury to say aye or no are these charges proved or not. The real 
issue is not whether the defendant has been of maintenance, 
perjury, &c., but whether he has been ty of such conduct as to prevent 
the business being carried on. The tion of definite issues, therefore, 
does not seem to me to bea good method of trying this action, having 
nee to what the plaintiffs have to make out in order to entitle them to 
a lution ; the motion ought in my judgment to be refused.—Counset, 
Buckley, Q.0., and H. Terrell; Hastings, Q.C., and Solomon. Soxtcrrons, 
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ating tae fact as above set out, led art The general principle is 
Lawes v. Bennett (1 Cox, 167), and was recently followed by 

Re Teaacs, Isaacs v. Reginall (42 W. R. 685, 1894, 3 Ch. 506), 


Wild & Wild ; Goldberg, Langdon, Barrett, § Newall. as on 

[Reported by W. Scorr Tuompson, Barrister-at-Law.| and 1 
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Winding-up Cases. ge 

Re GEORGE NEWMAN & CO. (LIM.)—C. A. No. 2, 14th March. as his 

Were q 

Comeany—Winpinc vurp—Ciam acarnst Dimgcror ror Misrgzasance— would 
Presents MADE TO Director ovt or Mongys BORROWED BY ComPANY— witho 
Consent or SHAREHOLDERS—Parivate Company—OCompanizs (WrnpING- iia 

up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), s. 10. - Aes 
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Appeal from Yaughay Williams, J. This was@ summons, under section F 
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10 of the ‘Com ies (Winding- up) Act, 1890, taken out by, the official 
receiver and liquidator of the above- ‘named company, as for a 
declaration that ches ge Newman, the chairman and or of 
thé company, was [able niribute to the assets of the company the 
following sums~viz , “ (a) the sum of £10,000, beimg a profit or 
commission _ roperly made or retained b: upon the purchase by 
the compan a certain campy agreement relating to land in the rear of 
the Albert all, Kensington ; (6) the sum of £2,500, being the amount of 
a cheque drawn. by the Liberator Permanent Benefit E ora on 
the 12th of June, 1891, in favour of the company, and converted by the 
said George Newman to his own use; (c) two sums of £3,292 16s. 11d. 
and £204 1s. 5d., expended by the said George Newman out of assets of 
the company in alte ng and adapting his private residence.’’ The point 
raised by the payment of the last-mentioned es yo amounting to nearly 
£3,500, alone calls for a report. It appeared that these sums were 
expended by the company in altering and adapting the private residence 
of the chairman, and that, by a resolution of the company, these sums 
were debited to ’Newman, "and liquidated by a credit entry to the like 
amount char, to the revenue account for the year under the head of 
“Purchase of plant and building material.’ The com was ordered 
to be wound up in November, 1892, when it was fo that the assets 
of the company were practically nil, whilst the debts and liabilities of the the 
company amounted to £88,000. It appeared that the company never had 
any assets except those taken over from Newman and those acquired with 
i borrowed money. The only shares ever issued were 2,500 sharesof £10each to 
Newman. Of these Newman transferred 1,831 to other persons, of whom 
all, except two holders of one share each, were his brothers or children. 
The shareholders were aware from time to ‘time of the transactions of the 
company, including those now in question. — Williams, J., dis- 
missed the summons. The official receiver appeal 

Tue Court (Lord Hatssury and Linoiey and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal in respect of £3,000, part of the £10,000, and in 
respect of the £3,500 odd expended as aforesaid. 

Linvtey, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, after disposing | * 
of the first two questions raised by the summons, and coming to the con- 
clusion upon the evidence that £3,000, part of the £10,000, was the only 

of that sum which was actually received by George Newman as pro- 
referred to the £3,500 odd, and said: In answer to the liquidator’s 
claim for this sum and in answer to his claim to the £3,000 already 
referred to, Mr. George Newman relies on the articles of the company 
and on the fact that all the directors and shareholders knew and sanc- 
tioned what was done. It remains to consider this defence with reference 
J to both of these sums. When the facts are understood, both these sums 
were in truth presents by the directors out of the company’s assets to G. 
Newman with the consent of the other shareholders who were of 4 
and the question is whether these presents can be treated as valid against 
the liquidator on the winding up of the company, which is hopelessly 
insolvent, and which was largely in debt when these presents were made. 
Williams, J., has held that they are unimpeachable, and he referred to 
the case of The British Seamless Box Co. (29 W. R. 690, 17 Ch. D. 467) as 
supporting his view. But that case is very unlike this. The directors 
there had allotted shares to some of themselves as fully paid up. The 
shares were, in fact, allotted in consideration of some patents taken over 
by the company ; and an agreement to issue the shares as paid up was 
registered. The transaction, therefore, was intra vires, and it was taken 
to be so both De eT cant ip the count Further, the transaction was 
perfectly honest throughout, and it was sanctioned by a general meeting 
of the company, which then consisted of only the directors and one other 
person, who assented to what was done. More than a year afterwards 
shares were issued to other people, and, the company being ultimately 
wound up, the liquidator sought to recover the nominal value of the 
shares, treating them, in fact, as not paid up. The court held that this 
could not be done, because the transaction (being intra ae was honest 
and was sanctioned by all the members of the company at the time. But 
t— case the presenta made by the Sos to Mr. Newman, their 
chairman BYS Waa Or Mioné 
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do as they liked with what they regarded as their own , or rather 


as his, for he “agen his — held the bulk the on this ~ 
were correct point of law, if the corporate could be disregarded, it 
would follow that Mr. George Newman and his brothers would be liable 
without limit for the debts which were oan in the name of the 
company. See pred bs & Jo soars result to arrive at; but the 
court is peochatied toy thee favane of the et Act, 1862, ss. 191 and 


192, from adopting it. The court is bound 


recoguine the. oompany, 28 








a en, are the consequences as 
D scesi en tea ediieabees aad: The law be found discussed in The 
“urk and North Midland Railway Co. v. nan R. 187, 16 Beay. = 
and Hutton v. West Cork Railway Co, (31 W. R. 827, 23 Ch. D. 654), 
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anes imipunciodl a wae are, do not 

orize such presents as those 00, par of ts and the 
result is that his e "howe impeached £10,000, 
and as to the £3,500, and Mr. Neviomn seat bp toledo te roto pay theo ss, 
with interest at four per cent.—Counset, Theobald ; Dunham and Johnston 


Sorrcrrons, Thorne ¢ Welsford ; W. Brookes Palmer. 
(Reported by Agyoup Grover, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE NEW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORATION (No. 2)—Vaughan 
Williams, J., 14th March. 
Company—WInpiIne up—Lease—Proor—Ciam ny Lasson—Furvre Anp 
Contincent Lianitiry unper Laass—Jupicaturs Acr, 1875, s. 10. 


This was a summons in ee ae ee 
which was being wound up under su the 
.R, "177, 13 App. Cas. 35 351), 


whether the case of rere co ont liability 
which decided that the liability of an assignee of a 


Edwards. 


lease on a covenant to indemnify was a debt provable in ptey 
applied to the case of a limited The corporation were lessees 
Sate, ae ea for fourteen years from the 


1890, ut a yearly rent, that the lessees might deter- 
‘the | shea the of ho wrth en fhe tr by Ms noth 





and Horesy's claim L. T 5 Eq. 561). 
prior cases were ov: by ee v. Fothergill, Re The Midland Coal, 
Coke, and_Iron tb Ldinised) (43 W. R. 244; 1895, 10. 207) was also 
re +W of Appeal left open the question of the effect 
of the decision ited company whch the right of a lessor to have 
the assets of a limited Ww e 


Vavonan Wits, J., said that the why was a subsisting lease, and 
Hardy v. Fothergiil had no nm applied ee of Re Haytor 
Granite Co. and Horsey's the present case.—OounseL, 


Buckley, Q.C., and Capron ; 
Hollams, Sons, Coward, $ Socmbeiey. 
[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Qu¢en’s Bench Division. 
HOOD-BARRS v. CATHCART—9th March. 
Practice—Costs—Maxrrep Woman—Szranats Estare—Resrramr on 


Anticrpatron—“‘ Action orn Procegspinc” instiruTep sy Mannrep 
oman — CouNTER-cLAm — Marrrep Women’s Fetal Acr, 1893 


(56 & 57 Vicr. c. 63), s. 2. 
Appeal from an order of W: a 5, Sie eS bad semen | 


t an action to recover 
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Gefence the defendant raised a counter-claim against the plaintiff fof 
£10,000 for alleged negligence, which she obtained leave to pro- 


secute when 


F 


judgment t the plaintiff's claim was affirmed by 
Appeal. The defendant thereupon proceeded with her 
, Closed the proceedings, und took various interlocutory pro- 
counter-claim, several of which were dismissed, with costs, 
paid by her. By some of these orders it was expressly 
should pay the costs, notwithstanding any restraint 
, but by others she was merely ordered to pay the 

. All the orders were made between February 3 
By an order dated October 9, 1894, the judge at 
a receiver of the ‘rents due and in arrear and 
life estate of the defendant in a certain mansion- 
thstanding any restriction against anticipation 
to be paid in or towards satisfaction of what shall 
due in respect of the’’ said orders made between 
and the 26th of July. The counter-claim was ulti- 


: 
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cpr Pert The defendant then appealed from the order of the 
9th of October. For the appellant it was contended that the order was 
ay, on the ground that section 2 of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, , did not apply to the costs of a counter-claim, which was not an 
** action or proceeding within the meaning of the section,’’ which provides 
that, “‘in any action op Draceeding now or hereafter instituted by a 
woman, or by a next friend on Her behalf, the court before which such 
action or proceeding is pending shall have jurisdiction, by judgment or 
order, from time to time to order payment of the costs of the opposite 
party out of Property which is subject to a restraint on anticipation, and 
may enforce payment by the appointment of a receiver and the sale 
of the pro} otherwise, as may be just.”” Counsel submitted that 


2 
i 


or 
‘action or proceeding instituted’ must be restricted to mean 
action or some proceeding in the nature of an action—that was to 
proceeding by which a is was instituted. It had been so held by 
of A in Hood-Barrs v, Catheart (1894, 3 Ch. 376, 71 L. T 
counter-claim was not such a proceeding—a plaintiff alone 
commence or initiate a /is, and therefore a counter-claim made by 
4 defendant was not a ‘‘ proceeding or action instituted.’’ Consequently 
the learned judge had no jurisdiction to order payment of the costs 
of the opposite party out of such separate estate as the married woman 
had subject to a restraint on anticipation : Hollington v. Dear, 
Law Journal of February 23, 1895, p. 133. Further, the 

appealed from was wrong because the judge had no jurisdiction to 
= those orders ea yo I cag hy oavers the — se So ig Sap - 

against anticipation” by ing them subject to the order o 

of October, 1894, which did contain’ thoes words. 
Martuzw, J., in dismissing the appeal, said that, in_his opinion, a 
counter-claim was an ‘‘action or proceeding Lg 
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n g3. 

construction that had been placed upon those 
peal in the case of Hood-Barrs v. Cathcart. The 
section went on to mention the costs of “‘ the opposite party.’’ A counter- 
& cross-action. If any authority were needed it was only 
necessary for him to refer to the practice of the courts to enter a separate 
the ang hy wl a As to the 4 point, ee 
i costs of the o; te party, said ‘‘ that the 
have jasiodiction by re Ina ge from time to time,’’ 
and those words gave the judge jurisdiction to make the order appealed 
from. For these reasons the order of the 9th of October, 1894, must be 

affirmed, and the appeal dismissed, with costs. 
Cava, J., concurred.—Counsut, 7. W. Chitty ; Cock, Q.C., and Bartley 
Dennis. Souscrrons, Hood-Barrs § Co. ; H. R. Elton. 


{Reported by Exsxixe Rei, Bartister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re LOW, Ex parte GIBSON—C. A. No. 1, 15th March. 


Banxrvrroy — Banxrurroxy Noricg rounpep on Frivau Jupcment— 
Tarecutaniry—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sun-secrion 1 (a). 


This was an a by the tioning creditor aeainst an order of the 
di a ban oe tition. The act of bankruptcy ed 

ion was the non-compliance by the debtor with a 

notice founded upon a final judgment. An action had been 

brought in the Chancery Division against the debtor and five other 
defendants. In this action final judgment was recovered by the petitioning 
creditor on the 26th of June, 1894, against the debtor and three out of the 
other five defendants. A bankruptcy notice founded upon this judgment 
‘was served u the debtor. In the bankruptcy notice the judgment was 
described as having been obtained on the 26th of June, 1894, against the 
the other defendants, whose names were given, instead of 
was, that tga had been obtained against the 

“A, three only of the de mts. The debtor not pene ee gee 
with bankruptcy notice, a bankruptcy petition was presented by the 
on bw at h of December, 1894, in which the judgment 
Fightly described. The registrar held that by reason of the mis- 
description of the judgment in the bankruptcy notice the notice was ren- 
dered bad, and he the petition. The petitioning creditor 
, and on yer it was contended on: statement in the 

notice @ judgment was recover ainst six persons 

of four was a mere s y aed & Soemunl delont of levegulentty within 

~ apo | of section 143 of the Rankruptcy Act, 1883, and that the 
not be and was not deceived by it, and that the bankruptcy 

notice was not thereby rendered invalid. support of the decision ot 


- 






Pap ng ape zmel J., in 
ie Howes, Be par ughes ,2Q B. 628 mp Fs 
Y : crupt; that by the bank. 
ptice the debtor was required to pay a judgment debt, not in 
accordance with the judgment but with a non-existing judgment, and 
that amendment was never permitted in order to make that an act of 
bankruptcy which, but for the amendment, would not have been an act of 
bankruptcy. It was also contended that in the case of a joint judgment | 
against several defendants, who were not ners, there was no power to U( , 
issue @ se te bankruptcy notice against one defendant, but that the 
notice ought to be issued against all the defendants, although it might be 
served on one only. 
Tue Covrr (Lord Esuzz,.M.R:, and Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) allowed e' 
the a . 
Lon Esuzr, M.R., said that, as to the first point, it was true that there : 
was a slight irregularity in the bankruptcy notice in the description of the : 
judgment, for it was there stated that the judgment had been recovered 
against six persons, whereas, in truth, it was only against four out of the 
six defendants. But in the bankruptcy notice the debtor was told the 
date of the judgment which had been obtained against him and against 
several other persons whose names were mentioned. The debtor knew 
rfectly well that on that date judgment had been recqvered against him 
hen action in which all the persons named had been defendants, and the I 
debtor also knew that the ju t was only t himself and three 
of the defendants, and not against them all. The debtor, therefore, could 
have had no doubt as to what the judgment was in respect of which Ebe 
bleruptey notice was served upos him u ess he thought that there 
been another action on the samé day against him and the same three 
defendants, in which judgment had been recovered for the sgme amount. 
Such a suggestion was manifestly absurd. It was obvicus, 5 his 10rd 
ship’s , that in this case the point as to the divergence between the 
terms of the judgment and those of the bankruptcy notice was a purely 
formal objection, and the defect was one which could not 7 an cé 
the y of any substance, 
ietcctens. The bankruptcy notice was therefore a good notice, and, 
the debtor not having complied with it, it followed as a consequence that 
he could be made a bankrupt on that notice, A second point had been 
taken on behalf of the debtor, which was this: it was said that if there 
was a joint ju t against several defendants a bankruptcy notice 
could not be issued on that judgment against one of the defendants unless 
the notice were drawn up in form as against all the defendants. But it | 




















was admitted that, even if the notice were drawn up as against all the 
defendants, it could be served on one defendant only. What good, then, 
was it to the one defendant on whom the notice was eerved that the 
names of the other parties to the judgment were upon the notice? The 

int was one of the most extreme technicality, and could not succeed. 
The case of Re Howes, Ex parte Hughes and the other cases cited were ca:es 
in which the fact that the bankruptcy notice did not follow the terms of 
the judgment was likely to cause substantial injustice to the debtor, and 
if that was eo the objection was rightly held to be fatal to the validity of — 
the notice. In this case, however, the court was of opinion that the notice I 
was a good bankruptcy notice, and the appeal would therefore te 
allowed. 

Lorzs and Rigsy, L.JJ., concurred. Ap allowed.—CovunsgL, 
F. Cooper Willis; Muir Mackenzie. Souscrrons, Faithfull § Owen ; Drake, 
Son, § Parton. 
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[Reported by F. 0. Ropinxsoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re NORTH, Ex parte HASLUCK v. WARNER—Vaughan Williams, J., 2nd 
December and 19th March. di 
Banxruptcy—Acr or Banxruproy—Compuration or Trmm—BankRuprcy =~ 
Acr, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c. 71), s. 1. ° 
This was an a) lication by. the trustee in the ba North for — 
an order that Wa an ition 8 Tepe @ 68 | 
58. sived D l. or DY Dis solicitor acting On ft 
i rte ated act of errr 
The act of bankru relied upon was on by the sheriff for 
twenty-one days. er section 1 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, “A 
debtor commits an act of bankruptcy if execution against him has been 
levied by eeizure of his goods under process of an action in any court, and 
the goods have either been sold oe held by the sheriff for twenty-one 
days.” The sheriff in this case had gone into possession upon the 27th of 
June, 1893, and gone out upon the 18th of July. The question as to whether 
there was a completed act of bankruptcy de ed, therefore, upon Bu 
whether the day of as to be reckoned as one of the ~ 


tw -one n : ] 
es Wiiiusms, J., held that the day ~ aa the sheriff took //f} T 
RS Se P 













RPSES BES vee 








was no’ koned, therefore, as gone ou the 
sion y; only in possession twenty days, and there 
was no completed act of ptcy of which Warner had notice. His — a® 
lordship observed that at common law he would have had to include the — esta 
day of entering into possession, upon the laid down in @ ton moi 
v. Rawlins (3 East, 407), ‘‘ Where time is to be computed from an e het 
the day on which such act is done is to be included in the computation, to r 
bas Site Setacigie hee hese: seniecd: Segyliaibie to: benkrerter te at 4 
interpretation clauses of the various statu Section 276 of the Bank- W any 
ruptcy Consolidation 1849, enacts that ‘‘in all cases in which any v 





Act, . 
number of days is prescribed by this Act for the doing of any — 
act, or for any other the same shall be reckoned, in the absence — 


of an: expression to the contrary exclusive of the first, and inclusive a 
y.’ Sentiou id of the Eeateaptey hate T800; ts wider in Us tormss | 











Where by this Act any lnited time fran of after any date or event 


















appointed or allowed for the doing of any act or the taking of any pro- 
in ceeding, then in the computation of such limited time the same be 
he taken as exclusive of the day of such date or the ha: ag of such event 
k- and as commencing at the beginning of the next following day, and the 
in act or proceeding shall be done or taken at latest on the of such 
nd limited time, according to such computation.”’ the Bank- 
of ruptcy Act, 1883, is substantially the same as section 114 of the Bank- 
of ruptcy Act, 1869. His lordship, therefore, thought that_he should so 
nt int et section 1 of the Bankruptey A 890, that there might be only 
to Vf av of computing | gnkruptcy. he debtor had twenty- 
he days within which ede 8 goods, it was, therefore, an allowance of 
be time ‘‘for the doing of any act,” as laid down in section 276 of the 
Bankruptcy Consolidation Act, 1849. The first day must, therefore, be 
red excluded, and the last included, the result being that in this case the ac! 
of bankruptcy had not been completed. Application dismissed.—CounsagL, 
ere BE. C. Willis, Q.C.; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Ringwood. Soxicrrons, 
she Hilbery ; Hedley T. P. Foster. 
an (Reported by P. M. Faaycxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 
the 
ast Re SMITH & LOGAN, Er parte FLETCHER v. BRANDON—Vaughan 
ew Williams, J., 19th March. 
im 
the Banxrvuptcy—Seccurep Creprror—Vatvation or Sxscurtrry—Norics =o 
ree Trustezs to Repssu—Banxrvrrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 52), 
ald Scuepure 2, Russ 11, 12. 
sad Upon the 9th of August, 1889, Mr. Brandon, the respondent in this 
: case, lent to the bankrupt, Logan, the sum of £200fat six per cent. interest, 
ae P, and took as security for the same a charge upon two of insurance 
—* on Logan’s life for the amounts of £1,500 and £1,000 reepscUvaly, which 
tt ‘i were held by an insurance company as security for a loan of £1,000. 
<- Logan was adjudicated bankrupt in July, 1890, when Mr. Arthur Cooper 
M 4 was appointed the trustee. He subsequently died, and was succeeded b 
ns Mr. Fletcher, the applicant in this case. Upon the 2nd of December, 1891, 
wt i Mr. Brandon sent in his proof for £458 13s. 9d., setting forth the aggre- 
: 4 te value of the security held by him at £440. Upon the 18th of Decem- 
- ce his proof was admitted at £18 13s. 9d. Upon the 29th of December he 
nee gave notice in writing to the trustee sesieng him to elect to exercise his 
ice wer to redeem the securities, as provided by rule 12, Schedule 2, of the 
ae nkruptcy Act, 1883. The trustee failing to elect to exercise his power 
“it within six months, the trustee’s interest in the securities vested in Mr. 
the Brandon. Upon the 17th of September, 1894, Logan died, and it was dis- 
my covered that there would be a balance of £1,758 on the pol after pay- 
a. ment of the loan to the insurance company. 1 irustee thereupon 
The launched thi ion for a declaration that Mr. B c 
oF i to this sum, and that the trustee might re t. Brandon's interest in 
sa if on payment of the original debt of £200 in full with interest, premiums, 
“ and other expenses. It was contended on behalf of the trustee, first, 
= ‘4 that the charge held by Mr. Brandon was not a security to which rule 12 
np of Schedule 2 was applicable, and, secondly, that if it were, rule 12 had 
eg not been complied with, upon the ground that the meaning of the rule 
% was that the creditor could call upon the trustee only to redeem a particu- 
. lar security against a particular debt, not to m all his security 
- —— iether against the total amount of his debt, as had been done in 
7" this case. 
rake, 

VaucHan Wiit1aMs, J., dismissed the trustee’s application. His lord- 
ship observed that the rules in the schedule were somewhat vague, and 
might equally well admit of the interpretation put forward by the trustee, 

2nd ¥ of that put forward on behalf of Mr. Brandon. Such the case, 
\ was the duty of the court to consider the ——- in vogue in valuing 
peor » securities, and decide in accordance therewith. I¢ was the common - 
tice for creditors sending in proofs to value all their securities 11 > 
ul Lr. U indon to ¢ J a 
bee emina lamp. The notice was , and, 
state the trustee having failed to redeem within the statutory time, the interest 
This in the policies to Mr. Brandon.—Oounse, Muir Mackenzie ; Herbert 
ptcy. Reed, Q.C., and A. H. Carrington. Sorscrrons, Hollame, Sons, Coward, $ 
: hy Hawksley ; G. ¢ H. 8. Brandon. 
been [Reported by P. M. Fraxcxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 
, and 
Her Re POSTER, Ex parte THE OFFIOIAL RECEIVER v. BYRNE—Vaughan 
ether Williams, J., 19th March. 
upon Bayxnurtcy—Dsep or Asstonment—Ricut or Trvusrss or Dzsp 10 
t the REMUNERATION. 
took j, This was an applicati : 
yB8e8- the trustee of a deed of assic 
there whittr tite rece 5 eB: 
His 4® ine off re ala : 
le the estate m rye CaMet Ww retain S10 Or su 
ington / moneys as rem tion for his services, facts being that 
dons | he had given considerable time to the business, induced the landlord 
ion,” to remit £5 15s. of the rent, and had obtained a of the goodwill 
y the at £60. The official receiver contended that he had no power to give 
Bank- 4 any remuneration, and that if he had it was not deserved in this 
h aby mT: 
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Muir Ma:kenzie; G. 
Trade; Arthur Blott 
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Herbert Smith, Boxrcrrona, Solicitor to the Board of 


[Reported by P. M. Faawoxn, Barrister-at-Law.) 





* regret that, error, the case of Fairtlough v. Whitmore 
tunle sien was duoribca: os Fairtlough v. Broadbent, and that the 
Sean 'k Broadbent” instead of Lae eal, & Sete | ed 
Sons, & B t, oe ; 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


held on the 15th of J 1881, a of 
members of te ecity will be held In te ike sath 26th 
of A next at 2 p.m. ‘ 
Members who desire move susnbetions os 5) ak Geta eee fs? 
notice of them to the on or before the 3rd of April, as it be 
necessary to include them iu the notice convening the meeting. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The 74th half-yearly meeting of this association 


was held at the 
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DOB, 
The Secretary read the minutes of the 








The Cuarrwan moved the 
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Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, 20th inst., Mr. 
Henry ree Bep J.P. (Horetord). presiding. 

that 
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Stock, in addition to the sum ee See 

uest. During the half- grants were paid the funds, 
caanthug 40 46008. ‘members end 24 members’ families 
received £1,110, while 17 and 58 families 
received £983. The sum of £87 103. was also from the 
income of the late Miss Ellen Reardon’s of 
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‘‘That the decision of Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams in the case of 
Broderip v. A. Salomon § Co. (limited) (Lew Journal, February 23) was 

es . posed, and Messrs. Herbert Smith, Neville 
Mr. Boycott replied, 


i 
F 
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was 

On March 25 Mr. L. W. Brown will move: ‘‘ That the views advocated 
by Mr. Grant Allen in his book ‘The Woman who Did’ do not meet 
of this society.’’ 





THE HEREFORDSHIRE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Proceedings at the annual general meeting, held at the Law Institution 
, when there were present Mr. Llanwarne (presi- 
ae Mr. Andrews (vice-president), Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 0. B. Beddoe, 
- Humfrys, J. Gwynne James, F. R. James, J. Lambe, C. E. Lilley, 

F. 8. Collins, E, L. Wallis, H. V. Smith, and J. R. Symonds, hon. sec. 
minutes of the last general meeting were read, confirmed, and 


The 
he sport of the committee for the past year was received and 


tt was resolved on the motion of Mr. Gwynne James, seconded by Mr. 
that Mr. Andrews be elected —— for the ensuing year. 
It was resolved on the motion of Mr. Humfrys, seconded by Mr. Wallis, 
F Poco be accorded to Mr. Lilanwarne for his eer- 
vices as president g the past year. 
It was resolved on the motion of Mr. H. C. Beddoe, seconded by Mr. 
Collins, that Mr. John Lambe be elected vice-president for the ensuing 


It was resolved on the motion of Mr. W. J. Humfrys, seconded by Mr. 
Llanwarne, oe Mr. J. R. Symonds be re-elected hon. sec. and hon. 


: 
i 
gf 


ensuing year. : 

were elected as the committee :—Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 
A. J. Corner, Humfrys, J. Gwynne James, Llanwarne, Wallis, Cheese, 
Collins, Lilley, and Temple. 

Resolved on the motion of Mr. F. R. James, seconded by Mr. C. B. 
Beddoe, that the committee be requested to consider the practice of pay- 
ment of bailiffs for levying distresses with a view to uniformity. 

Several gentlemen were elected members of the society. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Jembers.—No alteration has taken place during the year, the number 
continuing to be 49. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—This Bill was again introduced into the 
House of Lords and advanced to a certain stage and then dropped, 
but has again been brought in this session. A suggestion having been 
made that the opposition to the Bill might be dropped if adequate terms 
in the interest of the profession could be obtained, the committee unani- 
mously resolved that such a course was most inexpedient, as they have all 

— that the principle of the Bill is opposed to the true interests 
of the public. At the request of the committee the president and Mr. 
Humfrys attended a conference held in May between the Council of the 

Law Society and the provincial law societies, when it was 

resolved that the opposition should be continued. The spirited address of 
the president of the Incorporated Law Society at Bristol, announcing that 
the council are p' to take the initiative in enacting necessary 
reforms in conveyancing, will, the committee feel, add considerable 
weight to the future opposition to this objectionable measure. It is, 
however, of the utmost importance that the profession should not neglect 
organization or be lulled into any sense of security in respect to this 
Bill. If it becomes law it will impose on the landowners of the country a 
very heavy tax for the sole benefit of a number of officials wheware un- 

in their promotion of a measure fraught with such promise of a 


i 


z 


if 


oe afer Law Society, U.K.—It will be remembered that in the 
1889 subscriptions of members who were also members of provin- 
law societies were reduced from £1 to 10s. The council now find that 
income of the society is insufficient to carry on its work, and they in- 
the provincial law societies to send delegates to meet them at a con- 
on the subject. At the request of the committee the president 
soar ge Mor mersgs A attended the conference and a meeting of the 
wom Pa Societies, which were held _ the 7th of 
, when resolutions were agreed to in favour of increasing the 
fee of 5s. at present paid by all solicitors, by means of a 
Act, or by concessions from the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and 
the subscription if the council found this absolutely 
peony Sed «seem in favour of endeavo to obtain an Act to 
make lp compulsory on all solicitors did not meet with much 
support, and was generally felt to be at any rate premature. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupznts’ Desatinc Socrery.—March 5—Mr. Rupert Blagden in 
the chair.—Moot point: ‘‘ That a local solicitor can successfully maintain 
an action for libel the parties responsible for the editing and cir- 
culation of a local journal in which reports of cases in the county court 
of the district where the solicitor has been unsuccessful are, together with 
the solicitor’s name, persistently inserted, while notices or ge of 
cases in which the solicitor has succeeded are persistently omitted, or, if 
make no mention of thé solicitor’s name (see Roberts v. Moore, 


ef 
we ky 
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Law Times, January 26, 1895).”” Mr. Anderson (in Mr. Wilkinson’s 
absence) opened, and Mr. Dickson (in Mr. Alder’s absence) seconded, in 
the affirmative ; and Mr. Millington opened, and Mr. Hair (in Mr. Holle- 
bone’s absence) seconded, in the negative. The following members also 
spoke: Mr. A. E. Clarke in the affirmative, and Messrs. Archer White 
and Trevor Roberts in the negative. Mr. Anderson replied, and the 
chairman summed up. The question was answered in the negative by 6 
votes. 

March 12—Mr. Nugent Chaplin in the chair.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘*That it is ble that all museums, picture eries, and 
libraries should be open on Sundays.’’ Mr. Herbert Smith opened and 
Mr. Evans-Austin seconded in the affirmative; Mr. B. R. Armstrong 
opened in the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. 
Davies, Neville, Tebbutt, and Goodall in the affirmative; and Messrs. 
Trevor Roberts, Woodhouse, Alder, Hair, and H. Harcourt in the nega- 
tive. Mr. Herbert Smith replied. The motion was carried by 5 votes. 

March 19—Mr. Halliday Harcourt in the chair.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘‘That the case of Zrustee of John Burns-Burns v. Brown (1895, 1 
Q. B. 325) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. H. Hargrove opened and Mr. G. 
Prosser seconded in the affirmative; Mr. A. Dickson opened and Mr. 
W. E. T. Jones seconded in the negative. The following members 
also spoke: Messrs. Berryman, A. E. Clarke, A. W. Watson, Simon, 
Herbert Smith, Nimmo, and Neville Tebbutt. Mr. Hargrove replied, and, 
the chairman having summed up, the motion was lost by 5 votes. The 
subject for debale at the next meeting of the society, on March 26, is: 
‘** That the policy of the Government with regard to the Church in Wales 
deserves support.’’ 


Tue Union Society or Lonpon.—March 6, at 8 o’clock—Mr. W. R. 
Willson, president, in the chair.—Mr. Sidney W. Clarke brought forward 
the motion on the agenda paper — viz., ‘** That this House is of opinion 
that the policy of the Unionist y deserves support.’’ Speakers: for 
the motion, Messrs. Clarke, Cator, and Tudor Lay; against the motion, 
Messrs. Bruce, Price, Montague, Barlow, Haythorne and Reed. The 
motion was lost. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orver or Covrr. 
Monday, the 11th day of March, 1895. 
I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the 
schedule hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams. 
ScuEpvutez. 
Mr. Justice Kekewich (1895—G.—392). Edmund Philip Grove v. The 
Ford Lloyd Manufacturing Company Limited. Hexrscuett, O, 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Rossxt Joun Brnon, Q.C., one of the metropolitan police magis- 
trates, died last week. He was the eldest son of the late Rev. Edwin 
Biron, J.P., vicar of Lympne, Kent, and was called to the bar in Trinity 
Term, 1854. He was Recorder of Hythe, Deal, and Sandwich from 1859 
to 1883. Hewas made a Queen’s Counsel in 1882, and was appointed a 
metropolitan gees magistrate in 1883. He sat as magistrate at Lambeth 
so recently as last Saturday week. 


Mr. James Dicxrnson, Q.C., died last week, at the age of 84, at Beaulieu, 
Alpes Maritimes. Mr. Dickinson was called to the bar in 1835. In 1866 
he was made a Queen’s Counsel. He had a large practice before Vice- 
Chancellor Hall, and was universally esteemed as a good lawyer and able 
advocate. References by the judge to his admirable arguments will 
be found in many reported cases. He retired from practice about fifteen 
years ago. 

Mr. Diany Szymovr, County Court judge for the Newcastle Circuit 
(No. 1), died on Saturday. He was the son of the Rev. OC. Seymour, and 
was called to the bar in 1846, and practised on the North-Eastern Circuit. 
He was made a Queen’s Co in 1861. In 1854 Mr. Seymour was 
appointed recorder of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. In 1889 he was appointed 
a county court judge. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. 8. A. Ram, itor (of the firm of Bridges & Co.), 23, Red Lion- 
square, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. H. ©. Brscoz-Sarru, solicitor (of the firm of Biscoe-Smith & Blagg), 
of Portsmouth, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Messrs. Roturr & Sons, solicitors, of London and Hull, have been 
a Under-Sheriffs for the county of London by Alderman Faudel 
ips, the High Sheriff. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvrions. 
Wiuu1am Ascrorr, Atrrep Epwarp Ascrorr, and Rosert WALKER 


By. 
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Ascrort, solicitors (W., A, § & R. Ascroft), Preston and Blackpool. In 
age Messrs. William and Robert Walker Ascroft will carry on business 
Aika ‘Edma under the style of W. & R. Ascroft, at Preston ; and Mr. 
cdward Ascroft will carry on business separately at Blackpool. 

Jan. 1. 


Joun Brocxerr Sorrett and Joun Brockxerr Sorrett, jun., solicitors 
(Sorrell & Son), 10, ‘Trinity-square, Tower, London. March 1 
(Gazette, March 15. 





GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Day has resumed his seat on the bench, sitting in the 
Admiralty Court, in place of Mr. Justice Bruce, who has gone on circuit. 


The London Gazette for Tuesday last contains a lengthy Order in Council 
altering the instructions, precepts, notices, and forms under the Registra- 
tion of Electors Acts. 


The following are the days fixed by the judges (Sir Henry Hawkins and 
Mr. Justice Kenuedy) for holding the ensuing Spring Assizes on the 
Northern Circuit, viz.:—Sir Henry Hawkins will proceed alone to Man- 
chester on Monday, the 15th of April, and to Liverpool on Monday, the 
22nd of April, at which two places civil business only will be taken. The 
judge will return to Manchester on Monday, the 29th of Apri!, when Mr. 
Justice Kennedy will join the circuit, and oth civil and criminal business 
will be taken. The two judges will afterwards goto Li on Monday, 
the 6th of May, when both civil and criminal business be heard. 


At the Birmingham Assizes on the 14th inst. Mr. Baron Pollock, ad- 
dressing the bar, said that, although not in London, he would like before 
beginning business to speak of the death of Mr. Finlason, law reporter to 
the Times. More than fifty years ago he first knew him. As a reporter, 
to whom the bar and the bench were much indebted for the accuracy and 
the learning of his reports, there could be no doubt that his position was 
almost, if not quite, unique. Above all, he was fond of his profession; a 
true friend of all who knew him ; a kind- “hearted and a modest man, ready 
to give assistance to the youngest member of his profession ; always earnest 
and zealous in his work 


In the House of are Standing Committee on Law on the 19th inst., in 
connection with the Convention of Royal Burghs — Act, 1879, ‘the 
Marquis of Salisbury took objection to the system, ex by this 
measure, Of what is known as legislation by reference. Reference was 
made to particular sections of the principal Act, and words were to be read 
into them, so that unless a person had a library at his elbow he could not 
understand what the Bill really did. He suggested that the inconvenience 
might be met by printing the sections of the principal Act which were Med 
be modified in the schedule in smaller ty he Lord Chancellor tho 
there was a great deal to be eaid for the " suggestion ; the only objection 
would be the making of the statute- Soaks more bulky. Viscount Cones 
mentioned that the awkwardness of legislation by reference was constantly 
experienced at petty sessions. 


The report of the directors of the Law Accident and Contingency Insur- 
ance Society (Limited) states that the income of the eociety for the year 
amounts to £30,063, as against £7,041 for the previous year. 
The claims and reinsurance premiums amount to £7,065. After allowing 
for all items of income and expenditure there remains a credit balance 
(including £1,351 brought forward from last year) of £12,030. Outof this 
balance the directors recommend a dividend for the year of 5 per aig 
which will absorb the sum of £1,250, the balance, after payment of 
directors’ fees, to be carried forward as a reserve for risks 
claims intimated prior to the end of the year. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora ov Reaisrsars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Curry. Nogra. 
Monday, March ............... 25 Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srna. Kexewiou. Romer. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Beal ard Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton 


Waxninc To inrenptInc Hovse Puncuasers AND Lesszes.—Before pur- 


chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
we by an Expert from The Sanitar Seateeiinn Co. (Carter Bros.), 

, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
Reser by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 


, 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
St. Albans-road, Harlesden, N.W., the wife of 


; Campéen-hill, W., the wife of J. R. Atkin, 
near Cardiff, the wife of Frederick William Ensor, M.A., 
sy Dene, near Halifax, the wife of Harold Marshall, 


solicitor, 
Owns thee 16, at Bilesmere, Huntar’s-hill, Sydney, , N.8.W., the wife of Langer Owen 


DEATHS. 
Brrow.—March 18, vq 73, Warwick-square, Pimlico, 8.W., Robert John Biron, Q.C., of 
Crurrenpsy.—March 10, at Battle, Sussex, after a short illness, William Cruttenden, 
Dicrior. "Marth 1a =e Dickinson, Q.C., of Burn- 
Hawnsarp. Tor very ee es fan ae es 
law, of ach bs Praucis Theraine ik 
Kine.—Mareh 5, 
Rott. an ‘ 5 = 
Bait. arch 7, at 112, 
barrister and Recorder of 


Tarver ray poy 0, at 
law, late of the oi 


ALuistons.—March 16, at 
lfred 


A ofa 
Arxix.—March 17, at 18, 
barrister-at-la 


Sa iebabemee 
Joha James Heath Saint, revising 
Charles Joseph Thrupp, barrister-at- 








Oxtp ann Rane Fine Insurance owt are wanted to puaiees a 
font .—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. O 76, Cheapside, London 
DVT 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, March 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurrep m Onanomry. 


Bovaxe Bou, Luuitep—Petn ta for vinting presented March 12, directed to be heard 
on March Learoyd & Co, 12, Coleman — for Riston & Co, Bournemouth, 
th, ee 
, CE a 


py Tmemerton oven Limrre. to Creditors are pape yt ys 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts ine, t9 Prank Dewy, 
to the liquidator - “e . 
Fris.n’s Lage y Co, Limrrep Komen a spevmaseea) Costes are on or before 
and the particulars of debts or claims, 


to send 
T 3. Prod 9 Hirst, 41, High Shrewsbury 
samen Genenat Macuiwe ~ Pusuisuine Co, Liursp-Creditors are re- 
et uired, on or before 20, to Si ate: canectal aiitanalt onbalie mntdn ot 
r debts or claims, to James Fielder, st 
Deneterasnent Sywvicats, Limrrep 
to be heard on March 27. Walter st, iF ten ae 
Notice of appenting seach reach Che chavensmnen nes ioter Gas Ogtems te the 
of March 
be ym Company oF frac yer 


a 
their addresses, and the particulars 
‘Atfred A matey TE avenue. Ashurst & Co, Sees te the Myultiniee 


London Gazette.—Tvuxsvar, March 19. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
pera 


Lourep mo 
Commerctat Srock AND ay we Corronation, Li 3, Wont ty Finsbury siren, 
M 58, pera Se heard on March 27, Thoteon & Go, West 


solors for er. Noties 
orelosk in the evening of Med 
Costa Rica Paciric Gop Mixixe Co, Liurrsp—By an order made 


‘aughan Williams, 
pe ag! my it was ordered that the oyna be con- 
J oe 6, . ane company 
NATIONAL Seta RATION, Taurean Pot for we eens March Bena 
directed to be heard on March 27 

- epee ny wig ee ior for petner” Nott 
New Vioa Co, Luntrep—V: an order dated March 
points Dr James Durie ier reir Mh 
ba 6 Ree ees 
Parents Pro! Fe mi Pe Becisl puseein Raed: directed to be 
‘heskee srhuerany, Lowe Go. Comment for Metice of 


poms yoy sue loter than 6a" in the of March 
Wis Groans, Leeeren iin te eee poocbedny wy my agg or 
of Mt acs ir Seen tot aan Se afternoon of 








CKEDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, March 6. 
Mines, Fosse Oe York, Chimney Sweeper. April 2, Walker y Hanson, Chitty, 


Moa. Sir x aay Arxsuiz, bree Wilts, Baronet. April 6. Hoare vy Hoare, 
pote msn ’ April 
Loner, Hetxurca, Lenthall Horse Dealer. 1. Hoare ¥ 
Lomer, Kekewich, J. 5. Sedliiee, acdeed acta 





Poenue, Sons, Bolton, Lancaster, Stationer. April 9. Woods vy Pickup, Registrar, Mans 
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UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, March 5. 

Bsavuoxt, Janes, Ipswich, Clerk April13 Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 
Beavuowr, Joseru Witsox, Heaton Chapel April15 Wallen, Manchester 
Bexxetr, Wim, Birmingham, Cabinet Maker April1 Unett & Co, Birmingham 
Baapr, Extex, Crossens, Southport March 19 Betham, Southport 
Brows, Hexay Bexsamrx, Warter, Yorks, Farmer April 17 Robson, Pocklington 
Buazow, Witttam, Cardiff, Colliery Agent March 31 Collins & Woods, Swansea 
Curisry, Groncr, Westerham, Esq April15 Baileys & Co, Berners st 
Cuanx, Marrnew, Cusworth, Yorks, Farmer April 15 Pitman & Sons, Clement's lane 
Cooxz, Joux, Whalley Range, Yarn Agent March 25 Whitworth, Manchester 
Cosstett, Ricuanp, Bristol, Gent April 4 Osborne & Co, Bristol 
Croxrox, Jonx, Cheddleton March 25 Hollinshead & Moody, Tunstall 
Demaix, Saran Axx, Ramsgate April4 Nicholson & Patterson, Parliament st 
Enirn, Geonoe, South Hackney, Lime Merchant June1l Wade, Clifford's inn 
Firzwavnice, Hon Avexaxorr Teurie, Abergavenny April 17 Lyne & Co, Newport 


Faiznp, Faepericx, King William st, Merchant April 19 Young & Co, Essex st 
Guzco, James, Catford, Accountant April 23 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 

Gray, Henny, St Helen’s, 1W, Esq March 21 Vincent, Ryde 

Guxex, Jonx, Dronfield April 13 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 

Gairritus, Jonx, Rugeley, Farmer March 25 Landor & Son, Rugeloy 

Creve, — Catuenixe, Barton on Humber July 1 Nowell & Co, Barton on 


um 
Hauez, Evizasetn, Brixton April 16 Bonney, Chancery lane 
Hatt, 811.48, Bullocks Steads, Northumbrid, Farmer April 29 Clark, Newcastle upon 


Henzox, Georaz, Moore Hall, Chester,Canon March 30 Greenall & Buckton, Warring- 


Horrocks, Janes, Worsley April 20 Dendy & Paterson, Manchester 

Hustwaxte, Jonx Dymock, Shipley, Brewers’ Traveller April1 Atkinson, Shipley 
Insorsox, JoxaTuay, Burton Grange, nr Barnsley, Farmer April 9_Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Jenxixs, Tuomas Lowtex Layton, Bengal, Magistrate April10 Lascelles, Narberth 
Jounson, Fraxcis, Full Sutton, Yorks, Farmer April 17 Robson, Pocklington 

Kipp, Ropert Leamox, Hampton, Manufacturer April 1 Goodchild, Norwich 

Luyp, Joux, Rochdale, Butcher March 11 Wilson, Wigan 

Mat ey, Saran Janz, Mottram in Longdendale April5 Higson & Son, Manchester 
Sanapere, Tesuas Luton, Olvestou, Glos, Farmer April15 Crossman & Co, Thorn- 


ini tien Edgbaston, Gent March 31 Wood & Co, Birmingham 

Partnivor, Avevaipe, Evesham, Licensed Victualler April10 Byrch & Cox, Evesham 
Sarez, Joux, Newton Flotman, Nurseryman March 30 Rackham, Norwich 

Sinus, F. «K Henry, Cheapside, Solicitor’s Clerk April6 Neave & Co, Cheapside 
Sixaietox, Exiza, Burslem March 25 Hollinshead & Moody, Tunstall 

Sincietroy, Faxxy, Burslem March 25 Hollinshead & Moody, Tunstall 

Suita, Tuomas Geren, Tipton, Roll Turner March 30 Hooper, Dudley 

Ta.sot, Geonae, Bristol, Shopkeeper March 31 Day, Bristol 

Turxer, Wii.1am, Sheffield, Merchant April13 Bramley & Son, Sheffield 
Wiaa-Girsert, Rev Eowarp Tuomas, Caton April13 Keightley & Co, Liverpool 
‘Witxans, Col St Jony, Paddington April15 Webb & Co, Essex st 

Wittiams, Rev Tuomas, Llangefni, Anglesea April1 Stephenson, Liverpool 

‘Wiper, Witi1aM Joux, Fenchurch st April14 Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 
Wariaurt, Gzoror, Southsea April 15 Cousins & Burbidge, Portsmouth 





London Gazette,—-Fuipay, Mar. 8. 
Atprep, Tuomas, Manchester, Accountant April10 Wigglesworth & Rogerson, Man- 


Aypggsox, Mavet, Harbottle April5 Botterell & Roche, Sunderland 

Banxer, Ayx, Rawmarsh April 16 Saunders & Nicholsons, Wath upon Dearne 
Braprosp, Euiry Greexsiavr, Hastings April 15 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 
Burrerwortn, Wit11am, Newton Heath April 20 Needham & Co, Manchester 

Caner, Lovisa, New Hampton AprilS Hubbard, Chancery lane 

Cuapuax, Gzonor Hexny,Cannon st, Merchant April 20 Lawrence & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
Davizs, Joux, Lianddewibrefi, Innkeeper April12 Price & Lloyd, Lampeter 

Evans, Frances Sanau, Hautes Pyrenees April 20 Wetherfield & Co, Guildhall 
Evans, Joun Isaac, Pontypridd, Gent May 1 Cousins, Cardiff 

Gis, Hangixt, Lewisham rd April6 Horne & Birkett, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Kwiout, Joux, Woodford, Silk Hemmer April 10 Hutchinson & Tijou, Basinghall st 
Lowrturn, Sir Cuantes Huan, Baronet April 30 Lawrence & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
Mansriztp, Eowanrp, Pimlico April 18 Crouch & Co, Lawrence lane 

Mircuect, Evszanetu, Birmingham April12 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 

Orraxuem, Lewis, Orsett trree, Surgeon April 15 Lindo & Co, Finsbury circus 
Porrsrz, Hexey, Middlesbrough, Blacksmith April 1 Jackson & Jackson, Middles- 


Pouncey, , Ripon April1 8 Wise & Scn, Ripon 

Paice, James, Paignton, Esq April 8 Topgoods & Dowson, Whitehall pl 

Sm, Matcotm Ovans, Harley st April20 Barker, Bedford row 

Stick, James, St Columb, Farmer April 30 Collins & Son, St Columb 

Srocxex, Wii11am, Lime st, Solicitor June8 Mote & Son, Queen st 

Burracez, ts ag era Janes, Hampstead, Barrister at Law April 8 Wastell & 


Surcurre, Asruvr Epwix, Manchester, Surgeon April 30 Ashworth & Inman, Man- 


Van, Cunistoruss, Hammersmith, Grocer April 10 Oldman & Co, Old Serjeants’ inn 
Vicxeay, Witu1an, Plymouth, Baker April 30 Hawken, Plymouth 
Wanaay, Joux Tuomas, Poplar, Cowkeeper April 8 C Warman, 88, Upper North st 








‘Warermax, Canotrxe, Richmond, Fishmonger April15 Potter & Co, King st 
Woop, James Josern, Leighton Buzzard, Confectioner April 17 Garrett, Great James 
street 


London Gazelle—Tcespay, March 12. 
Acres, Bexsamix, Holloway, Licensed Victualler March 30 Wallis, Pancras lane 
Ba.spox, Joseru, Heavitree,Gent April12 Jerman, Exeter 
Brever, Hawnan Jaye, Hereford April10 Holt & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bixou a, Some, Henry, Manchester, Licensed Victualler April19 Heath & Sons, Man- 
¢ r 


Buatox, Mary Avy, Piccadilly April7 Gamlen & Bardett, Gray’s inn sq 


Cuvurcuaitt, Right Hon Ranpotea Henry Srexcer, Grosvenorsq,M P April2 Lumley 
Lumley, Conduit st 5 : 
Coventper, Exizapstu, Ottery St Mary April1é6 Stamp & Co, Honiton 


Cores, Witutam Fatures, Croydon,MD April8 Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 
Coorer, Wit114M, Birmingham,-Printer May 4 Blackham & Taylor, Birmingham 
Cunvernovuse, Jouy, Brondesbury, Gent May1 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Dyer, Feevericx, Camden Town, Engineer April 8 Parish & Hickson, St Swithin’s 


heen esau: Leeds, Forge Manazzr April15 James, Leeds 

Exesy, Jonny, Manchester, Accountant May1 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 
Garrirr, George, Thornbury, Yorks, Dyer’s Manager April1 Newell, Bradford 
Ganeett, Frances Louisa Jacquetine Exizasets, Highbury ersnt April 11 Pontifex 


* 


Co, Holborn circus 
Gertie, Joux, Hampstead April13 Whitehead, Fleet st 


Hauiert, Mary Manta, Norwich, Milliner April15 Metcalfe & Sharpe, Chancery lane 
Hurcuinsox, Wictiam, Ledstone, Yorks April 2i Leatham & Co, Wakefield 

Kstount, Hannan Mania, Reading Aprii18 Lewis & Boorne, Chancery lane 

Lez, Sir Josern Cocxsgy, Manchester April 20 Grundy & Co, Manchester 

Masy, James, Scarcroft, Gent June 1 Stead, Leeds 


MEatina, - mee Wit.iam, Birmingham, Clerk April 30 Blackham & Taylor, Bir- 
mingham 
Mevenr, James, Enfield April 23 Rooper & Whateley, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Norra, Taomas, Southwark, Iron Merchant April 27 Chester & Co, Bedford row 
Parkes, Witttam, Willenhall, Iron Merchant April15 Neve & Co, Wolverhampton 


Piacort, E.1za, Westminster Bridge rd, Hotel Keeper April 30 John Smalley, 6, Trafal- 
gar rd, Greenwich 
Porsecary, Water, Nether Wallop, Gent April 30 Robins & Co, Old Broad si 


RamaGe, Carouive Evizapetu, Greenwich April 18 Anderson & Sons, Ironmoager 


Ricn, tom, Romford, Cattle Drover April 24 Hunt & Co, Romford 

Rivey, Wituiam, Chadwell Heath, Cordwainer April 24 Hunt & Co, Romford 
Savity, Exviza Crartssa, Brighton April 30 Dixon & Co, Savoy mansion: 
Sueeru, Ciuana Exvizasetu, Stapenhill April 22 Small & Talbot, Burton on T.ent 
Srepmay, Faizxp, Deptford, Gent May 1 Carnegie, Queen Victoria st 

Tuomas, Jon, Porthleven, Esq March 30 Tyacke, Helston 

Woon, Josern, Stockport April17 Sidebotham & Sidebotham, Stockport 

Wraace, Sanau, Hasland May1 Bunting, Chesterfield 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Mar. 15. 
Aruay, Jous, Scarborough, Gent April 27 Turabull & Moody, Scarborough 
ae a Homes, Newcastle upon Tyne April 30 Watson & Dendy, Newcastle upon 


asa Wee Tirvs, Stocksfield March 31 Mabane & Graham, South Shields 
Bamrorp, Artaur Joun Jongs, Flint, Esq April30 Parry & Co, Denbigh 

Bet, Many Murer Hasa.t, Simla, India April10 Speechly & Co, New inn 
Benince, Henay Weane, Hellingly May 1 Hyde & Co, Ely pl 

Breycuiey, Rosauoxp Srona, Northfleet March 27 Harries & Co, Coleman st 
Cuiarx, Heyry, Malmesbury, Wilts, Miller April 20 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 
Coox, Epuuyxp, Gt Henny, Yeoman March 30 Andrewes & Co, Sudbury 

Cortanp, Wit.1am, Newcastle on Tyne, Painter April 25 Davies & Balkwill, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 
Cox, Cuar.es, Rowley Regis, Cattle Dealer April 25 Coldicott & Son, Dudley 


Caimes, Any, Manchester April 16 Scholes, Manchester 

Ex.uiort, Henny, Crimble, Yorks, Innkeeper March 30 Sykes, Hudders‘e!l 

Fores, ALEXANDER Joun, Purneah, Bengal April 20 Oliver, Gracechurch st 

Games, Bessamrn Cuaries, Stoke Newington, Gent April 20 Bayley & Co, Tooley st 

Haut, Witi1am Eowarp, Yeovil, Barrister at law May1 Western & Sons, Essex st 

James, Mary Any, Northampton April 20 Walker, Northampton 

Jouyxsoy, Wiii1am, Cowley Dronfield April 20 Shipton & Co, Chesterfield 

Keryer, Perer, Nottingham, Jeweller June1 Wing, Nottingham 

Lyox, Joun, Liverpool, Coachbuilder April 22 Mason & Co, Liverpool 

Mancianrk, Isaper, Clapham April 17 Bathurst, Kensington 

Martianp, Rev ALeExanver Cuances, Delhi April16é Harries & Co, Coleman st 

Mawysrizip, Eowarp, Pimlico ApriliS Crouch & Co, Lawrence lane 

Mercatrs, Timoruy, Burneston April18 Reed, Furnival’s inn 

Mircne.y, Priscicta Catuzninge, Mitcham April13 Boxall & Boxal!, Chancery lane 

Onnarenr, Joux Corroys, 8 Petherton, Lieutenant April 12 Wovllcombe & Son, 
C 

Pasian, Wade Warsoy, Felling House, Durham, Chemical Manufacturer April 30 


Watson & Dendy, Newcastle upon ag 
Purturs, Caartes, Waterhouses, Stafford, Licensed Victualler May 11 Bishton, Leek 


Prosert, Jonn Puitr, Kensington, Wine Merchant April17 Irvine & Co, Mark lane 
Rou.s, Isapetia, Camberwell May1 Prior & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
Rosenax, Joun Tuomas Futrox, Cheetham, Railway Officer April 16 Scholes, Man- 


chester 


Rovs, Sarau Any, Saxmundham April 30 Southwell & Fry, Saxmundham 

Samson, Henry, St Mary’s Axe, Merchant April 3) Grundy & Co, Lincoln's ian 
Tuomas, Morcax, Wilton, Glam, Farmer Aprili Rees & Gwyn, Cowbridge 
Tuoursox, Rosert, Enfield April13 Clapham & Co, Bishopsgate 

Vow Mum, Jotivs Excerseart, Mark lane, Esq April 16 Emun:2l & Co, Bloomsbury 6 
Wayrs, Exma, Notting Hill April5 Dixon, Pewsey 

Wess, Hewry, Reigate, Esq May 6 Webb & Co, Argyil st 

Wexsu, Lucy Rosz, Ootacamund April 10 Speechley & Co, Strand 


March 23, 1895+ ~ 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Farpay, March 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apams, Atrrep Brewer, Gt Yarmouth, B haa Gt 
Tome Pet March 11 Ord March 1 


Autisom, Wause, bene ty Nottingham 
AxDREWS, hn Wriu1am, W Hartlepool, Bootmaker 


Sunderland Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
ANTILL, pean ene, Coven, Painter Nantwich Pet 
March 12 Ord March 1 


AsurortH, Frepericx Blackpool, Goods Clerk Preston 
Pet Feb 28 Ord March 11 

Avstix, Josern, pete, Baker Leicester Pet March 
11 Ord March 11 


Barry, Groner, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 
petmy i il 2A Sas 
BexJ amin, L z0r0LD Sotomon, Bayswater ~ peer Merchant 
Court Pet Feb7 Ord March 1 
Birt, Frepericxk James, Stroud, Teweller Gloucester 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 


Burrm, Tuomas Witmsaurst, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt 
armouth Pet Marc! 


a = hi38 Ord March 13 

heer amurL Gracn, Frant, Farmer Tunbridge 
Wells Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Brewster, tee Joux, Walthamstow, School a 
Teacher High Court Pet March 11 Ord March 1 

Brows, C, a Grocer High Court Pet Feb 22 
Ord March 

Buttes, Faaxx , See Pustegen, Clerk High Court 
LN he nn, Bi pha Tok imaker Birmingham Pet 

Bugws, Jons, Birmi ‘00! er Birmi 
March 11 rd March 


Gross, Spe | Lonoms, ates st, ye Merchant High 
Pet Jan 24° Ord March 1 
a. “Hawn, Farleton, Licensed Victualler Kendal Pet 
March 13 ‘Ord March 18 


Dateymece, Witi1aM Curves, Finsbury pavement, West 
India Merchant High Court Pet March 11 Ord 
S a , H Poni l, Civil Engineer 

Daxiet, Georce Herperr, itypoo! i 
Newport, Mon Pet March12 Ord March 12 


—-~ aes, Wuu1am, Bolton Bolton Pet Marchi1 Ord 

arch 11 

Fiemine, earn ry Bolton, Carter, Bolton Pet March 12 
Ord March 1 


Gosyry, aaa Wim, Leeds, Provision Merchant 
Leeds Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Groxyow, Arraur Cornetius, Ne rt, ~_ Printer 
N ort, Mon Pet March 12 Ord March 

Guest, Hersert, Leigh, Grocer Bolton Pet ‘itarch 13 

March 13 

Hawnarorp, Parweit, Plymouth, Pongo Dealer Ply- 
mouth Pet March 13 Ord March 1 

Hearn, Frepericx Cuarues, Bocking, Miller Chelmsford 
Pet Feb 22 Ord March 9 

Hicerxs, Faep, Doncaster, Confectioner Sheffield Pet 
March 12 Ord March i2 

Juuwes, Anruurn Water, Watton, Norfolk, Cat Mer- 
chant Norwich Pet March 11 Ord March 1 

Kamen Marx, Edgbaston, ae Dealer hates 
‘et 


March 12 Ord March 
, Baker Leominster Pet 


Kinnersiey, Jonny, 
March 13 Ord March 1 

Levy, Hewny, St John’s oF Clock Maker High Court 
Pet Feb 22 Ord March 1 

sag Zepuceen, Hee, Printer Brentford Pet Feb 2 

26 

Mazsu, Joszern, 8&t ae Builder Liverpool Pet 

Mr 9g oe HorseDealer High Court 
LLER, Epwiy, Ke orse er 
Pet Feb16 Ord znington, 

Mitiixcey, Mavrice, Strand, es Maker High 
Court ‘Pet Feb6 Ord March 

Morcan, Tuomas pees, Clun, Sea Leominster Pet 
Feb 23 Ord March 1 


Moscan, Tuomas hang Llandovery, Chemist Carmar- 
then Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Nerrietron, Auyrep Txompson, Rothwell, Yorks, Saddler 
Leeds Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Oprennem, JossrH GuTTMAnn, Leeds, Cigar Merchant 

March 11 Ord March 11 

Parrex, James Hips, Renee, ‘ae Burton on 
Trent Pet March 13 Ord March 

Pur, Anruur Spars, West Smithfield, Meat Salesman 
High Court Pet March 4 Ord March 13 


Pickies, Bexsamus, Halifax, Overlooker * Halifax Pet 
March 13 Ord March 13 


Ramssortom, TOMA Goole, Grocer Wakefield Pet 
March 12 Ord March 1 

Rawiins, Epwasp ell Dalston, ye 
High Court Pet March 11 Ord March 1 

Ricuarps, Tuomas Enenezer, aver, Tailor Canterbury 
Pet March 12 Ord March 1 


Bout,, Witi1am Hewry Dowiais, i Ipnmengue Merth 
ydfil Pet March 13 on 


Ord March 1 
Bours, on Chelsea, High Court Pet Feb 19 
Ord Mareh 11 
Srseruznson, Jonx passe, Marylebone, Bedstead Ware- 
houseman High Co Pet March 18 Ord March 13 
Toxkineror, ALFRED, Rhyl, Builder Rangor Pet Feb 25 
Ord March 12 


Waker, Wessue +e" s Pesingion, Bootmaker Swin- 
don Pet March 1 

Wat, Davip oe kell Gamberwel ‘Hatter High Court 
Pet March 2 Ord March 1 


Wa.is, Hasny Dossen York, Hairdresser York Pet 
March 11 Ord March 11 

Wis, Tuomas Mowrcomsry, Lichfield, Lieutenant Wal- 
sall Pet Jan8 Ord Feb 28 


Wisse, W aueen Hoaacs, Poss me Outfitter Ponty- 
pridd Pet Feb 28 
Winrszrtox, W, yo High Court Pet 
y ee Ord’March 11° - Pet 
RLL8, Jonny, Moreton in Marsh, Farmer Banbury 
Feb 27 Ord March 13 


March 22 at 2.30 
Ooog, Ares x p March 25 at 2.30 
Dovsnrs, tous Maser’ Gt Geiashs Painter March 23 at 
1 Off Ree, Ot Grimsby 

Grocer March 22 at 11 Off 
Famnonsr, Wittiam, Bolton March 92 at 11 16, Wood 
FreaTHers a Poulterer March 29 at 9 
a z, ape y ser 





= Winisas, Noréainptn, Caras Builder March 
Pumyivo, Homa Seen March 2 at 11.90 16, 


"12.30, Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester eng 
Fourier, Hexray hee Sap ionanen Baizy Sur 
Manufacturers March 12 


TH, 
mati2 Of 
Rec, 31, Alexandra 
Gresxs, Gzoncs Frep Banzetrt, W Hartlepool, Journalist 
March 22 at 11.30 Shccetieh John st, Sunderland 
as, Bexsamix, Shoreditch, March 25 at 
Hagearpos, pm rca, ion, Bar March 25 at 12.15 


Jorxs, Davin, Gwanwea, Carpenter March 22 at 3 Off 


Jona Hay Tema qty as March 23 at 11.30 
+ at tee Fruiterer 


ont b rele 
March Sa 06 1100 48 ie, Cornwallis st, Barrow’ te Bernese 
Kent, Jonw Carvin, Hosier March 25 at 2 
Victoria st, 
Kyow es, Any, Dealer March 22 at 3 
Lows, Wiit1am Cuaries, Licensed Victual- 
ler March 22 at 11.30 Off 


Lusp, Jamzs, April 10 at 1.30 


Marmont, Watson ee Got Nailsworth March 23 at 3 


Off 
Mons laeay Boot Manufacturer March 25 at 
Stra, eee Wri Srv. tiso, Masborough, Yorks, 

March 22 at 2.30 Off Hes, Figtees lane, aivemcla 


+ Young & Bone, Beak bldg, Haan April 1 at 12.30 

PR. twang Meat Salesman 

Denman On 3 OF Hc, a Jone bunderiand April 
1 ab 11. % "Court House, Northallerton 


Pomaeree, Se en. om 
Peay oar onl Ray ee at 11 Of 


Bangor, Taomat ort oe March 22at2.30 Off 
ai Ree, 6, Wakefield 


\CHARDS, 
11 Bankruptcy st 
Rosinsoy, Joszpn, 





ll 
Sronzmay, , Witla Hewky ened. Daleweass March 
a ae eee 


Tes’ be James's abet, Deby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Apams, ALrREep 2 Deore, Ot ba ag Publican Gt 

‘ Lema ae 8 gt oe 3 

NDRE ames Witiiam, Wi Bootmaker 
Sunderland Pet 12 Ord Markee 


Pet March 

Asuvontay Faxosaicx, Blackpool, Goods Olerk Preston 
POR My Blacksmith Cardiff Pet 

iN, 
- March 1 Be Re ie 
USTin, d 

Case Ct oo 
Barry, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 








cee eg eee March 22 at 3.30 
Off Sheffield 


" Pet March 13 
~ Solicitor High 
Hau, Warten inn, 
rap aan, 9 ra 
Pet 
Tne, Fan 3 Confectioner Sheffield 
J Tow Merchant Nor- 
Leominster Pet 
co oer 
Lana, Coenen, 0 Sangha High Court Pet Jan 31 
Mondem, Sass : Segterey: ath Game 
Ni 5 Leeds 
Pet biara "Ord wana at =" See 


ersscetiver Soon Mamas, a icieeamaitn 
High Court Pet March 13 iy High Court 
sear | ae TR gs mek One a 


March 7 
Watxen, Wits Bootmaker 
W. oe ‘ork, York Pet 





sabi ek. 
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Tie, Jom, ister, Crk Manche Pet March 


Ord March 13 
ines Faeperick Onenss. Lambeth, Job Master High 
Pet March 


Court Ord March 15 15 
Coal Dealer Stockton 


Mpet March 13 "Ord March 13 


y March : oe 
March 4 Ord 5 
Race. Samee, Bares, Grocer Pontypridd Pet March 
14 «Ord 14 


Owszx, Joux Da Pembrey, Grocer Carmarthen Pet 
ash 13, Ord March 1a” 
ry Innkeeper Blackburn 


1 
Fazpsnicx, Dudley, Licensed 
Dudley Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apaus, Atrazp Baewzn, Gt Yarmouth, Publican. March 
26 at 10.30 Lovewell Blake, 8 Quay, Gt Yarmouth 
Sn ee April 26 


at 2.30 Off 
|, Epwin Smallware Mer- 
Chant’ March 97 af 2.90 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


te a> a eemmnrlmmaa 
March 26 at 3 
March 26 at 


Bapuzy, W: 
Batt Ot Be, 
ma 


Same, Groner, 


Smackowner 
Tout Carew Sake Quay, Gt Yarmouth 


Coles & Sone, Seanide ra. ee 
Mote et i Go, Ruardean, Grocers March 26 at 10 


st, Hereford 
Penns Wiasuvasr, Gt Y: Baker March 


Pg cde pe March 26 at 2.30 Bank- 


Oanpeena, Jom D, Bermondsey, Haulier March 26.at 12 
‘akefield, Carver March 26 at 


27 at 11. 16, 
enh ney Tee imeem April 3 
Haxay Lewis, Tailor March @ at H Bank- 


Aeeret Wists, Brae Pounder March 96 at 


Jacoss, 
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‘Jum, Anruur Watrer, Watton, Coal Merchant March 
30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King ae Sawn 

Kuzrs, Jossrn, Dids' , Clerk 27 at 8 Ogden’s 
chm! Bridge 


Lovgety, Hensearr, 
Ree, 95, Temple 


ame @at3s Off 
ane, Tonle aven 
Mortow, Joszrn Hewry, and Beer ol Bilston, 
Galvanizers March 27 at 3 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
ae ALFRED Agony Saddler March 27 
Of fee ay ems 
Onogx, Fons, eee = 26 at 10 2, Offa st, Here- 
Owsx, Jonw~ Davies, Pembrey, Grocer March 30 ‘at 11.90 
Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
Pater, Hanwax Hewny, Woodchurch, Farmer April 1 
ati2 Young Son, Bank Hastines 
Parxixson, Rovert, Out Hee orker March 
27 at 2.15 County Court 
Patten, cae Hixpve, Ni all, Chemist March 27 at 
.80 Off Rec, St James’s : 
Powrer, Jonny, and Wattse as Auctioneers 
March 27 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Pickxss, ong Ae Pater Overlooker March 27 at 11 
P 3 tT Hull, Solicitor March 
nomena, wont upon 
as, Kington pon House lane, Hull 
ea Rian JErrERY, General Dealer 
March 27 at 11 bldgs, 
Regs, Jonn Tuomas, ee Se 28 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Surrn, Dawiezt Normax Writovensy, Margate, 
—— March 29at12 Off Rec, 73, st, 
Srruier, ‘Aseeee, Cilfynydd, Collier March 27at12 Off 
Rec, Merthyr _ 
Srevenson, Joux aay , epee 8q, Ware- 
ee 7s 
ae y Cuan.es, Strand, Financial Agent March 27 at 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Reume Groner, Gt Chart, Farmer March 29 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 73, Castle > Canterbury 
THomsoy, y Peg , Estate Agent March 27 at 12 
Bankruptcy hides Carey st 
Virtus, Janz, March 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 29, 
a : 
bee pone Dossow, York, Hairdresser March 27 at 
12.30 Off Rec, York 
Waurer, Wii11am Georaz, N Carver March 
80 at 12.30 County Court orthampton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aszt, Rowianp, Ruardean, Grocer Hereford Pet Feb 
Au Oy s" Draper Nottingham 
LISON TLLIAM, 
Pet March 12 Ord Mek as” 
Awyrmt, Hayyan Topp, Crewe, Painter Nantwich Pet 
March 12 Ord March 14 


Bererty, Josern, Exeter, Watchmaker Exeter Pet 
5 Ord March 15 
Bernas, ALBERT, idge, Builder Stourbridge Pet 
Ord March 15 

Bicxisy, Atezrt Epwagp, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet 
Feb 25 Ord March 15 

Cunistensen, Aurrep Frxpinanp, Professor of 
Music Leeds Pet Marchi13 Ord 18 

Craagke, Jamus, Purton, Dealer Swindon Pet Feb 
19 Ord March 16 

Currow, Wuaiam, Paul, Gardener Truro Pet March 15 
Ord March 16 

Gites, Waursr, Kingston on Thames, Poulterer Kingston, 

Pet Feb7 Ord March 14 

Giover, Witi1am Scorren, Sharnford, Carpenter Leices- 
ter Pet Feb 16 Ord March 5 

Grace, Maniz ele a Wakefield, Carver Wakefield 
Pet March 15 Ord | ogy 16 a 

én : Pet —o Ord March 16 
FrITHS, JosePH ALLEx, Shrewsbury, 
bury ‘Pet March 14 Ord March 14 


Hawwaronp, Parne.t, Plymouth, Forage Dealer Ply- 
mouth Pet March 13 Lek ered ‘J 


Grecory, JaMEs, hanes, Saat 
Shrews- 


14 

Hows, Joszrn, Wi Farmer Hereford Pet 
March 16 Ord March 16 

Ives, Ropsrt Hanworrs, Norwich, Chemist Norwich 
bet March 14 ‘Ord Match 14 


Joxes, Hur, Cheltenham, Wheelwright Cheltenham 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 


Lamport, Faepericx Gzorcz, Lambeth, Jobmaster High 
Court Pet March 15, Ord March 15 

Lawrences, Isaac, Middles' ‘Coal Dealer Stockton 
on Tees Pet March 18 13 


Loox, Ja , Grocer Pontypridd Pet March 
1d Ord Marek 14 

Miter, Eowarp >, Epmainaten. Homey Denies High Court 

uote Pe is Ord ~ Ei and B: Mortow, Bilston 
LOW, JOSEPH ENRY “— iw, 
Galvanizers Wolverhampton Pet March 8 Ord 

Owen, Jonx Davies, Pembrey, Grocer Carmarthen Pet 
March 13 Ord March 14 


Worker Black- 
Roser. March 1a" Ord March 


14 2 Ord March 14 


¥. J Merchant 
Pzrayman, Jouyn sats, Hampton Hil, al = 


inn 
Ord March 








Decveuins Genen and Herperr Porriewst., a 

Oil Extractors Dewsbury Pet March 14 sors Mire, Sy 
Povey, wz, Reowes, West BS enctivwiah. 1 Dulider West Brom. ~ 
s, Teddington, Gent High Court = 


Raprorp, Lesure Caart 
Pet Feb 15 Ord 

Rosson, Soromon, Ton: Furniture Dealer “ 
pridd Pet July 10, 1894 ready, Puritan 1804 — 

Rotrs, Gzorce pa base aes, Farmer Canterbury — 
Pet Jan 21 Ord March 1 


Ryaut, Henny Jonny, a Brickmaker Salisbury 
Pet March 14 Ord March 15 


Scuarryer, Lazanve Morais, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Leeds | 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 


Ord March 16 
Accountant Manchester 


mt eh 


Sms, Henry, and Cuartes Henry Simm, Cheltenham, 
Drapers Cheltenham Pet March 1 


Sissox, Wii.1am, Manchester, 
Pet Oct 11 Ord March 13 

Surrn, Danret Norway upocesn, Meeps 
house Canterbury 


March 14 A 
oo, alg High Weems a - gamed Merchant Ayles- — o 


et JanS Ord March 
PE a Davi, Somneee, Grocer , Pet March ad 
Ord March 1 


Ord March 16 


Tuomas, . Mowpert, Mon, Boot Dealer Newport, 
Mon Pet March 1 : 


Wiixs, Josern, 
March 14 


Wr1s0n, Gzonas, Ingleby Greenhow, Butcher Stockton on ~ : 
Tees March 15 a 


Pet March 15 Ord 
Woopnovsz, foam MeMastea, Saddler Huddersfield — 
Pet March 15 Ord March 3 


Wootriper, Freperick, Licensed Victualler 
Dudley Pet March 11 Dufley, Te 4 


~~ OF ENSUING WEEK. 


—Mesers. 8 penase, Boos Browetr, & Tayior, at the 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Properties (see adver= 4 


“ilar, £6, 
. 4). 


t, March 9, 
gas Brimsox & Bons, os the Mart, E.C., at = 
Se ae iat <a 


Be 
o'dock 








All letters intended for publication in the 
“‘ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. : 
Where difficulty is experienced tm procuring ted g 
Journal with regularity, it is requested thag 
application be made direct to the Publisher, 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in= 3 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post=™ 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 4 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, | 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound | 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf 
5a. 6d. a 





THE PROVIDENT CLERKS’ & GENERAL GUAR 
ASSOCIATION, LIMITED. 
CAPITAL £100,000. 


above Association ISSUES BONDS for TRUSTE 
in BANERC and LIQUIDATORS it 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 4 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for 
fac gl Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Go 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Tc 


atid, Stationer Bradford Pet om 
March 14 


< 











